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ROBERT M. BELL 
CM IE*"   -. JDGE 

CC.ST   OF   APPEALS   OF   MARYLAND 

HCBERT   C    "URPHT   COURTS   OF  APPEAL   BUILDING 

361   ROWC   BOULCVARO 

ASNAPOLSS. MARYLAND 2i4Ci-'699 
November 17. 1999 

Honorable Thomas V. "Mike" Miller. Jr. 
President of the Senate 
State House 
Annapolis. Maryland 21401 -1991 

Honorable Casper R. Taylor. Jr. 
Speaker of the House 
State House 
Annapolis. Maryland 21401-1991 

Re:       Judgeship Needs for Fiscal Year 2001 

Gentlemen: 

Adhering to established procedure. I am submitting the Annual Certification of Seeds for 
Additional Judgeships for Fiscal Year 200} 

As the enclosed data will demonstrate, we have certified a need for additional judgeships in 
Cahert. Cecil. Charles. Frederick. Washington and Worcester Counties. With respect to our anah sis 
and as a result of a variety of circumstances, the Judiciary "s Fiscal Year 2001 request for additional 
judgeships will be limited to one judgeship for the Circuit Court for Worcester County to be assigned 
circuit-wide responsibilities (Dorchester. Somerset. Wicomico and Worcester Counties) to be 
determined by the Circuit Administrative Judge for the First Judicial Circuit. This judgeship will be 
used principally like a family division judge for the circuit. 

Additionally, as result of recent appellate decisions and the need to enhance the uniformit> of 
practice within the circuit courts, the Judiciary is poised to adopt a policy relating to the utilization of 
standing masters that establishes judges at the center of the adjudication process in family law matters 
This policy is contingent upon the acquisition of additional judgeships beginning in the Famih Div isions 
of our five largest jurisdictions over the next two fiscal years. As such, we are requesting that the 
General Assembly establish one additional judgeship for Anne Arundel. Baltimore. Montgomery and 
Prince George's Counties and Baltimore City in Fiscal Year 2001 and an equal number of judgeships 
in Fiscal Year 2002 for this purpose. 



Honorable Thomas V. "Mike" Miller. Jr. 
Honorable Casper R. Ta\ lor. Jr. 
November 17. 1999 
Page 2 

In conclusion, the Judician is requesting a total of six additional judgeships in Fiscal Year 2001 
Our decision to request judgeships for those jurisdictions with special emphasis on familv lau was one 
bom out of a need to ensure these cases be expedited to minimize the trauma of litieation and ensure the 
safet> and support for all famih members. With the support of the other branches of government, the 
Judicial will continue to be innovative in responding to its escalating dockets and their diserse and 
changing composition. Please call upon me if you require an> further information. 

RespectfulK yours. 

Robert M. Bell 

cc:        Honorable Parris N. Glendening. Governor 
Honorable Barbara A. Hoffman. Chairman. Senate Budget and Taxation Committee 
Honorable V, alter M. Baker. Chairman. Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee 
Honorable Howard P. Rawlings. Chairman. House Appropriations Committee 
Honorable Joseph F. Yallario. Jr.. Chairman. House Judiciarv Committee 
Honorable Ida G. Ruben. Senate Budget and Taxation Committee 
Honorable Peter FranchoL House Appropriations Committee 
Honorable William D. Schaefer. State Comptroller 
Honorable Joseph F. Murphy. Jr.. Chief Judge, Court of Special Appeals 
Honorable Paul H. Weinstein. Chairman. Conference of Circuit Judges 
Honorable Martha F. Rasin. Chief Judge. District Court 
Honorable Maurice W. Baldwin. Jr.. Chair. Executive Comm. of the 

Man. land Judicial Conference 
Honorable Frederick W. Puddester. Secretary. Department of Budget 

and Management 
Circuit Administrative Judges 
Joseph C. Bryce, Chief Legislative Officer 
Stephen E. Harris, Esq., State Public Defender 
Frank Broccolina, Acting State Court Administrator 
Karl S. Aro. Executive Director. Department of Legislative Reference 
Stephanie Ennel, Budget .Analyst. Department of Budget Management 
Honorable Donna G. Burch, Chair. Conference of Circuit Court Clerks 
Matthew Klein, Administrative .Analyst, Department of Fiscal Services 
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CERTIFICATION PROCESS 

At the suggestion of the Legislative Policy Committee, the Maryland Judiciary began 

an annual procedure of formally certifying to the General Assembly the need for additional 

judges on January 4, 1979. Since implementation, the process has allowed the Judiciary 

the opportunity to present the need for judgeships annually based on a review of 

comprehensive factors relating to the capacity with which the State's judicial system is able 

to process cases in a timely and equitable manner. 

Three different steps are involved in the Chief Judge's Certification Process The 

starting point and the subject of this report is an analysis prepared by the Administrative 

Office of the Courts. Information relating to actual and projected filings, the number of 

pending cases per judge, the number of dispositions per judge, the ratio of attorneys to 

judges, the time required for civil, criminal, and juvenile cases from filing through 

disposition, and the population per judge are compiled and reviewed Caseload 

projections are then applied to these data and preliminary trends are identified. It is 

important to emphasize that these indicators are only precursory and are meant to act only 

as a starting point in determining the need for additional judicial positions. 

The second phase of the certification process involves the local trial courts It is at 

this stage of development, after reviewing the preliminary analysis and assessing local 

factors unique to a particular court, that each Circuit Administrative Judge responds to the 

need for additional judgeships. In preparation of this response, the Circuit Administrative 

Judge is advised to: (1) seek the views of individual County Administrative Judges; (2) 

solicit opinions from members of the bench and bar from that county; and (3) consult with 

State and local legislators, and other individuals involved with providing local funding 

support. Based on a thorough review of the local situation, and other pertinent factors that 
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may support the need for increased judicial resources, the Circuit Administrative Judge is 

asked to address the following points 

• If there is agreement with the information indicating a need for additional 

resources, are there physical facilities and available local financial support 

for additional judgeships? Does the local delegation of State legislators 

support this need? What is the position of the local bar and others who 

might be called upon to support the request for an additional judgeship? 

If there is disagreement with the analysis against additional judges, what 

factors support this view? Are ali caseflow management procedures being 

utilized in order to minimize the need for more judges (e.g.. inter- or intra- 

circuit assignment, Distnct Court judges, or retired judges). 

• If there is disagreement with an indication suggesting the need for additional 

judges, what factors support this view (e.g., the availability of inter- or intra- 

circurt assignments or the use of District Court or retired judges, the lack of 

physical facilities or the lack of fiscal support, improved administrative 

procedures, etc.)? 

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief Judge of the Court 

of Appeals reviews the responses from administrative judges, as well as the preliminary 

analysis. Before making a final decision, the Chief Judge also may discuss the request 

further with the administrative judge or other informed sources. Final certification is then 

forwarded to the legislative leadership based on a distillation of all the information 

available. 
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METHODOLOGY FOR ANALYSIS 

To identify a basis for the need for judgeships, a variety of factors influencing the 

workload and performance of the courts assesses the need of each jurisdiction The 

efficacy of these factors are considered in light of case filing projections developed for the 

out-years and then applied comparatively to a particular filing to judge standard. If this 

relative analysis indicates a need for an additional judgeship. it is likely that a strong 

statistical need exists for an additional judgeship in that jurisdiction 

In instances where there exssts a clearly defined lack of statistical need the 

confluence of circumstances within individual courts may have a precipitous effect on the 

need for increased resources. Such an indication may be reflected in the litigousness of 

individual cases or practices unique to the local legal culture. 

Traditionally, the time required :o terminate cases is one method of ascertaining how 

the circuit courts are coping with increases in caseload. Table 3 illustrates the average 

number of days between filing and disposition for all cases terminated over the past four 

fiscal years. Table 5 provides a breakdown of the number of hearings conducted by case 

type and jurisdiction, as well as statewide comparative rankings. Workload measures are 

compared in Table 6 and include: filings per judge; pending cases per judge; dispositions 

per judge; population per judge; and ratio of attorneys to judges Detailed population 

statistics are found in Table 4. All variables are ranked in Tabte 8 and distinguish between 

predictive factors and performance factors Predictive factors generally indicate those 

elements that may affect the volume of workload in the courts for the foreseeable future, 

while performance factors tend to illustrate the ability of the courts to address the workload 

Comparison of these factors in Tabie 9 provides further insight into the relative needs of 

each jurisdiction in Maryland in terms of volume and its ability to cope with workload 

demands. 
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Since the certification process began in January of 1979, 53 circuit court judgeships 

and 22 District Court judgeships have been created by the General Assembly. 

ill. GENERAL TRENDS WITHIN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

Filing activity in the circuit courts has increased more than 9 percent over the last 

five years, from 254,708 total filings during Fiscal Year 1995, to the current total of 278,469 

filings Increases were noted in each functional area with the greatest increase occurring 

in civil case filings. There were 147,784 civil cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995. 

compared with 167,265 filings during Fiscal Year 1999. Criminal filings followed, 

increasing approximately 5 percent (i.e., from 68,672 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 72,123 in 

Fiscal Year 1999), while a 2.2 percent rise was noted in juvenile case filings (i.e., from 

38.252 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 39,081 in Fiscal Year 1999). 

Categorically, a 7.7 percent increase in domestic-related filings over the five-year 

penod contributed to the reported increase in civil case filings. During Fiscal Year 1995, 

84.493 domestic-related cases were filed. That figure compares with 90,993 filings during 

Fiscal Year 1999. Parallel to the rise in domestic-related filings has been a 12.4 percent 

increase in civil hearings, from 83,152 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 93,424 hearings in Fiscal 

Year 1999 To lessen the burden of the increased caseload, many circuit court judges 

have received the assistance of masters in conducting the hearings. However, with the 

proposed policy limiting the duties of masters, the court will be challenged to expedrtiously 

resolve its increased hearing docket without compromising the quality of justice to which 

the citizenry of Maryland is entitled. This may require additional judicial assistance, 

particularly in those jurisdictions that have separate family divisions that attempt to address 

all of the issues of the family with one judge. 



Exhibit A 

Likewise, the increase in criminal filings was fueled by a 9.4 percent nse in jury trial 

prayers emanating from the District Court (i.e., from 22,949 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 25.098 

in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 3.2 percent increase in indictment and information 

filings. There were 36,331 indictment and information cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995. 

compared with 37,508 during Fiscal Year 1999. Over the last several years, the circuit 

courts have been besieged with cases ansing out of the violation of the CDS Igws of this 

State. Many of those offenders are recidivists, often clogging the criminal dockets with 

violation of probation proceedings. 

A 7.4 percent increase in delinquency filings, from 26.091 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 

28,009 in Fiscal Year 1999, mitigated by a 20.7 percent reduction in CINA case filings (i e.. 

from 11,851 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 9.399 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the 

comparatively slight increase reported in total juvenile filings over the last five years 
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Jurisdiction 

Anne Arundel 

Baltimore County 

Baltimore City 

Calvert 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Frederick 

Harford 

Howard 

Montgomery 

Prince George's 

St. Mary's 

Washington 

Wicomico 

Worcester 

TOTAL 

Judgeships Created Since 1979 

Circuit Court 

11 

53 

District Court 

22 

i 
a 

I* 

a 

Note: There were two District Court judgeships authorized during the 1996 Session of the 
General Assembly, one in Anne Arundel County and one in Baltimore City. Those two 
judgeships were to be shared with the District Court in Baltimore County. 
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Jury Trial Prayers 

FY90 FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 

iroore City* 4.061 3,140 3.450 4,317 4.2S3 3.752 3 255 3.841 :279 4365 

Arundel 2.045 2,383 2,599 1.274 827 746 692 596 479 572 

5.691 4,002 2.952 2.409 2&35 2356 2 354 2.143 2.134 1 997 

2.21C 1.810 2.493 2.093 1.464 1.560 •13 1.223 2*1 1 45S 

[nice George's 3314 2.955 3,297 2.757 2.S36 2.652 3 628 2,518 3.878 5 430 

Br Counties 10.562 10.814 11,471 11,434 11 452 11 883 11.575 11 390 M 275   I 

FM. 27 883 25.104 26,262       24.284 23 22.949 23217 21.711 24381 2£ 098 

cd on the number of defendants provided by the Crunmal Assignment Office of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City. 

. ndictment and Information Filings 
j* 

Hr  

n 90 n 9i FT 92 FT 93 FT 94 FT 95 FT 9* FY 97 FT 98 FT 99 
T '—            

•JSmorc City 8.405 13.351 14.555 13.187 14.136 14,372 14.558 15,118 15.589 16.0-5   j 

ok Anmdel County 2.-193 3.281 4.219 4.132 3.978 3.795 3.508 3.268 3.325 3.829    ] 

Ignore County 2,974 2,910 3.271 3.3-3 3.291 3.536 4.003 4.140 4.218 4.041     | 

Ateomerv Counrv 2.371 1.943 2.573 2.959 2.25"" 2.357 2.650 2.399 2.250 ; 416 

^:e George's Counrv 4.326 4,340 5.340 5.242 4.648 4.420 4.580 5.212 4.-38 4.333 

g)ther Counties ".'01 7,363 7,830 7.464 -.152 7,851 -.872 7.727 -.91" ".314    1 
1          "   •• 

2^.270 33,188 37.788 36.357 35,462 36.331 3M71 37.864 38.03" 3-.508 J 

m 
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CIRCUIT COURTS ANALYSIS 

Allegany County 

Altegany County is located in the Fourth Judicial Circuit of Maryland. This 

jurisdiction has experienced an exodus of residents over the last ten years, from 74.946 

during the April 1990 Census, to the projected July 1, 2000 population of 70,100 residents, 

a decrease of approximately 6.5 percent. 

In contrast, total filings have increased more than 28 percent, from 2.680 in Fiscal 

Year 1995 to the current level of 3,440 total filings. Increasing most significantly were civil 

case filings. During Fiscal Year 1999. there were 2,508 civil cases filed, an increase of 39.6 

percent over the Fiscal Year 1995 level of 1.796 filings. Fueling the nse in civil filings was 

a 60,7 percent increase in domestic filings, from 989 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,589 filings 

in Fiscal Year 1999. Juvenile filings also increased during the five-year period There were 

357 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999. an increase of nearly 35 percent over the 

Fiscal Year 1995 level of 265 filings. During that same period, delinquency filings rose 

approximately 36.5 percent (i.e., from 178 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 243 filings in Fiscal Year 

1999), contributing to the overall increase. The only decrease dunng the last five years 

was reported in criminal filings. After increasing steadily for three years, criminal filings 

decreased 17.6 percent over the last two years, from 698 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the 

current level of 575 filings. The current decrease in overall cnminai filings can be attributed 
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to a 17.6 percent reduction in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court. 

There were 438 jury trial prayers reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the 

Fiscal Year 1999 level of 361 filings. The net decrease in criminal filings over the last five 

years was 7.1 percent (i.e., from 619 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 575 in Fiscal Year 1999). 

Currently, there are two resident judges and one part-time standing master assigned 

to adjudicate Allegany County's increasing caseload. The judges and master presided 

over 2,702 hearings during Fiscal Year 1999. Hearings conducted in Allegany County 

increased more than 38 percent since Fiscal Year 1995 when 1,951 hearings were 

conducted. Inmate litigation generated from the Western Correctional Institution 

contributed to the increased hearings. Expanded bed space at the existing facility, coupled 

with the construction of a new 1,200 bed facility is expected to impact caseload in Allegany 

County in the coming years. 

During Fiscal Year 1999, approximately 1.720 filings were reported per judge, while 

nearly 1,700 cases were disposed per judge. Allegany County recorded the ninth longest 

criminal case disposition time (136 days) and the tenth longest juvenile case disposition 

time (70 days) 

Anne Arundel County 

Anne Arundel County has more than 486,000 residents. Since 1990, this jurisdiction 

has experienced an influx of approximately 59,161 new inhabitants, an increase of neariy 

9 
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14 percent. During Fiscal Year 1999. Anne Arundel County ranked fourth in population per 

judge (48,120 residents). 

Anne Arundel County reported 21,405 total filings during Fiscal Year 1999. 

representing a 5.6 percent increase over the previous year's total of 20.274 filings Nearly 

61 percent (12,989 filings) of the caseload comprised civil filings, while cnminal case filings 

accounted for approximately 23.4 percent (5,001 filings) of the total cases With respect 

to categorical distribution of cases. 31.2 percent (6,668 filings) of the total caseload 

comprised domestic-related matters, while nearly 18 percent (3.829 filings) and 13 4 

percent (2,858) were indictment/information and delinquency cases, respectively. A great 

percentage of the court's criminal docket comprises cases arising from the violation of the 

CDS laws of this State. 

With a Fiscal Year 1999 ranking of fifth in both filings and dispositions per judge. 

Anne Arundel County reported 2,141 filings and 1,980 dispositions per judge. An average 

of 246 days was expended in civil case disposition (second statewide), while criminal and 

juvenile case disposition averaged 135 and 63 days, respectively. During Fiscal Year 

1999, Anne Arundel County ranked eteventh in hearings conducted per judge and standing 

master with 1,478 hearings. Additionally, Anne Arundel County ranked first in predictrve 

factors, suggesting a high volume of cases per judge and eighth in performance factors, 

indicating a slower ability to handle workload. Wth the assistance of five standing masters, 

the court has managed to effectively move its caseload. However, the proposed changes 

10 
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in the duties of masters will impact workload and necessitate the need for additional judicial 

resources to ensure the citizenry the level of service to which it has become accustomed 

Baltimore City 

Baltimore City has continued to experience a decrease in population since the April 

1990 Census. More than 116,000 residents have departed Baltimore City over the last ten 

years, representing a 15.8 percent decrease in population. During Fiscal Year 1999 there 

were approximately 21,090 residents per judge. 

Although faced with a declining population, the courts have continued to be 

inundated with a steadily increasing docket. In fact, over the last five years filing activity 

has increased nearly 18 percent, from 59,476 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 

69,976 filings. Baltimore City's 69,976 filings accounted for more than 25 percent of the 

total cases filed statewide. During Fiscal Year 1999, Baltimore City ranked first statewide 

in filings recorded per judge (2,333 filings). Civil cases comprised nearly 47 percent of the 

total caseload with 32,742 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999. More than 40 percent 

of the  civil  caseload  comprised  domestic-related  matters   (13,276  filings),   while 

approximately 35 percent of the reported cases (24,464 filings) were of a criminal nature. 

Baltimore City reported 33.8 percent of the total statewide criminal caseload and 26.6 

percent of the juvenile caseload during Fiscal Year 1999. In addition to adjudicating more 

than one third of the State's criminal cases, Baltimore City has been plagued with an ever- 

increasing domestic docket and mounting complex civil tort litigation (e.g., asbestos and 

11 
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lead paint cases). Domestic-related filings increased approximately 39 percent over the 

last five years, from 9,549 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 13.276 in Fiscal Year 1999 During the 

same period, delinquency filings increased 39.1 percent (i.e., from 6.221 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 8,652 in Fiscal Year 1999), while indictment and information case filings rose 11.8 

percent (i.e., from 14,372 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 16.075 in Fiscal Year 1999) 

Baltimore City's increasing caseload was evidenced by its ranking of first statewide 

in filings per judge (2,333) and second in dispositions (1,884) per judge. Additionally. 

Baltimore City ranked first in civil case disposition time (276 days) and second in juvenile 

case disposition time (84 days) during Fiscal Year 1999. Baltimore City ranked first in 

performance factors and second in predictive factors. 

Currently. Baltimore City has a comptement of thirty judges and fourteen standing 

masters to adjudicate its ever-increasing caseload. 

Baltimore County 

Baltimore County's projected July 1. 2000 population of 725,800 represents an 

increase of nearly 34,000 inhabitants or approximately 4.9 percent over the last ten years 

With an average of 45,244 residents per judge, Baltimore County ranked sixth statewide 

in population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999. 

12 
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Over the last five years, total filings in Baltimore County rose approximately 6.2 

percent, from 26,810 dunng Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 28,479 filings   The 

most significant increase was noted in civil case filings. During the five-year period, civil 

filings increased more than 12 percent (i.e., from 14,957 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 16,764 in 

Fiscal Year 1999).  Categorically, an increase of more than 100 percent in general civil 

cases (i.e., foreclosures, injunctions, change of name, etc.), coupled with a 5.4 percent rise 

in domestic-related filings (i.e., from 7,892 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 8,316 in Fiscal Year 

1999) fueled the overall increase in civil cases.  During that same period, a 14.3 percent 

increase in indictment and information filings (i.e., from 3,536 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 4,041 

in Fiscal Year 1999). mitigated by a 15.2 percent decrease in jury trial prayers (i.e., from 

2,356 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 1,997 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the 3.3 percent rise 

in total criminal case filings (i.e., from 7,225 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 7,465 in Fiscal Year 

1999). Juvenite case filings was the onfy functional area in which a decrease was realized, 

8.2 percent, from 4,628 in Fiscal Year 1995. to the current level of 4,250 filings. An 8.2 

percent reduction in delinquency filings (i.e.. from 4,015 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,684 in 

Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the reported decrease. 

Baltimore County ranked fourteenth in filings per judge (1,780 filings) and thirteenth 

in dispositions per judge (1,655 dispositions) during Fiscal Year 1999. Approximately 959 

hearings were conducted per judge and standing master during the same period. 

Baltimore County reported the sixth longest disposition time for both civil cases (222 days) 

13 
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and juvenile cases (74 days). During Fiscal Year 1999. there were sixteen judges and five 

standing masters assigned to Baltimore County. 

Calvert County 

Calvert County continues to be the fastest growing subdivision in Maryland. Since 

the April 1990 Census, total population increased more than 49 percent or 25.328 

additional residents. During Fiscal Year 1999. Calvert County ranked ninth in population 

per judge (37,150 residents). 

Filing activity in Calvert County rose approximately 19.3 percent over the last five 

years, from 3,752 total filings dunng Fiscal Year 1995, to 4,477 dunng Fiscal Year 1999 

The greatest increase occurred in civil case filings. There were 2,068 civil cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 3.066 filings, an 

increase of 48.3 percent. Igniting the increase in civil filings was a 54.7 percent rise in 

domestic-related filings (i.e., from 1.521 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 2.353 in Fiscal Year 1999) 

Juvenile filings also increased during the five-year penod, from 592 in Fiscal Year 1995. 

to 735 in Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of more than 24 percent Contributing to the 

reported increase was a 24 percent rise in delinquency filings, from 441 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 547 in Fiscal Year 1999. In contrast, a 45.3 percent decrease in indictment and 

information filings, coupled with a 34.3 percent reduction in jury trial prayers contributed 

to a 38.1 percent decrease in overall criminal filings 

14 
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Calvert County's two judges are assisted by the equivalent of one full-time standing 

master to adjudicate its caseload During Fiscal Year 1999, Calvert County ranked second 

in filings per judge (2,239 filings) and first in both hearings per judge and standing master 

(2,026 hearings) and dispositions per judge (2,214 dispositions). With respect to case 

disposition, Calvert County reported the seventh longest disposition time in both civil (222 

days) and juvenile cases (73 days). As Calvert County's overall caseload continues to 

burgeon, the court will be challenged to employ innovate methods to continue to effectively 

manage it docket. 

Caroline County 

Population in this Eastern Shore subdivision has increased approximately 11 

percent over the last ten years, from 27,035 dunng the April 1990 Census, to the projected 

July 1, 2000 population of 30,000 residents. Caroline County ranked fifteenth in population 

per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 (29,800 residents). 

During the last five years, Caroline County has experienced a 10.3 percent rise in 

total case filings, from 1,541 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,700 filings in Fiscal Year 1999. The 

only functional area in which an increase was noted during the five-year period was 

juvenile case filings. There was a 117.9 percent rise in juvenile filings since Fiscal Year 

1995, from 156 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 340 filings. A 123.4 percent rise in CINA 

filings (i.e., from 47 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 105 in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 115.9 

percent increase in delinquency filings (i.e., from 107 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 231 in Fiscal 

15 
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Year 1999) contributed to the reported increase. Both civil and cnminal case filings 

remained relatively consistent over the five-year penod with no significant categorical 

fluctuations. 

Caroline County has one judge who is assisted by a part-time standing master 

Dunng Fiscal Year 1999. Caroline County ranked fifth in hearings conducted per judge and 

standing master (1,819 hearings). During the same period. Caroline County reported the 

third longest criminal case disposition time (157 days). 

Carroll County 

One of the fastest growing areas in the State. Carroll County ranked first in 

population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 (50,967 residents). Carroll County's 

projected July 1, 2000 population of 156,200 residents represents an increase of 26.6 

percent over the April 1990 Census when 123,372 residents were recorded. 

Over the last five years, total filings in Carroll County decreased approximately 12.9 

percent, from 6,143 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 5.350 filings. Decreases 

in two of the three functional areas contributed to the reported decrease. The only overall 

increase was noted in juvenile case filings. There were 789 juvenile cases filed during 

Fiscal Year 1995, compared to 887 during Fiscal Year 1999. an increase of 12.4 percent. 

Fueling that increase was 90.5 percent rise in CINA filings (i.e.. from 84 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 160 in Fiscal Year 1999). In contrast, an 11.2 percent deaease in domestic filings 

16 
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and a 48.1 percent deci.ne in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court 

contributed to the decreases in total civil and criminal cases, respectively.  Since Fiscal 

Year 1995, civil case filings decreased 24.9 percent, from 3,248 to the current level of 

2,882 filings. Likewise, cnm.nal case filings decreased 24.9 percent, from 2,106 filings in 

Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,581 fil.ngs in Fiscal Year 1999. While a decrease in total filings has 

occurred over the last five years, the number of hearings conducted has increased 24.1 

percent during the same penod (i.e., from 5.489 during Fiscal Year 1995, to 6,813 during 

Fiscal Year 1999). The greatest increase (56 percent) occurred in criminal hearings, from 

1,630 in Fiscal Year 1995. to the current level of 2,542 hearings. During Fiscal Year 1999, 

Carroll County ranked tenth in hearings conducted per judge and standing master.  It is 

anticipated that litigation from the Spnngfield Hospital Center and the Division of Correction 

Central Laundry Facilrty, along with the growing population will affect Carroll County's 

judicial workload. 

Carroll County has a complement of three judges, as well as one full-time and one 

part-time master to adjudicate its caseload. During Fiscal Year 1999, an average of 75 

days was expended from the filing of a juvenile case to its disposition. During the same 

period, civil case disposition averaged 140 days. 

17 
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Cecil County 

Cecil County is one of the fastest growing areas on the Eastern Shore with a July 

1, 2000 projected population of 85,200 residents. Since the April 1990 Census. Cecil 

County has experienced an influx of nearly 14.000 residents or a 19.4 percent increase. 

An increase of 6.1 percent in total filings has occurred over the last five years, from 

4,718 in Fiscal Year 1995 to the current level of 5,008 filings. Civil case filings increased 

approximately 6.3 percent from 2,586 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 2,750 in Fiscal Year 1999 

Contributing to the reported increase was 48.1 percent rise in general civil filings Likewise, 

juvenile filings increased 16.4 percent (i.e., from 678 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 789 in Fiscal 

Year 1999), fueled by an ircrease of nearly 26 percent in delinquency filings. There were 

293 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999 

level of 369 filings. Overall criminal case filings remained relatively consistent over the last 

five years. Categorically, indictment and information filings increased 29 4 percent, while 

jury trial prayers decreased 6.7 percent during the same period. 

Cecil County's three judges presided over 5,502 hearings during Fiscal Year 1999, 

ranking third Statewide in hearings per judge and standing master (1,834 hearings). 

During the same period, Cecil County expended the greatest amount of time on criminal 

case disposition (184 days). Additionally, an average of 205 days (tenth statewide) was 

expended on civil case disposition, while juvenile case disposition averaged 70 days (ninth 

statewide). 
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Charles County 

it is projected that population in Charles County will reach 122 100 by July 1, 2000. 

That figure represents a 20.7 percent increase since the 1990 Census. Charles County 

ranked fourteenth statewide in population per judge (30,000 residents). 

Charles County has experienced a steady increase in filings over the last five years. 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings have increased 19.2 percent, from 6,785 to the current 

level of 8,088 filings. Contributing most significantly to the rise in filings was a 28.2 percent 

increase in civil case filings. During Fiscal Year 1995. 4,451 civil cases were filed, 

compared with 5,704 filings during Fiscal Year 1999. A 25.2 percent rise in domestic 

filings, from 3,496 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 4,377 in Fiscal Year 1999. coupled with a 77 

percent increase in general civil filings, from 492 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 871 in Fiscal Year 

1999, contributed to the overall increase. Juvenile case filings also increased during the 

five-year period, from 816 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 969 in Fiscal Year 1999. The reported 

increase in juvenile filings can be attributed to a 60.2 percent rise in CINA filings (i.e., from 

98 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 157 in Fiscal Year 1999) and a 13.8 percent increase in 

delinquency filings (i.e., from 705 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 802 in Fiscal Year 1999). The 

only decrease over the last five years occurred in criminal case filings. There were 1,518 

criminal cases filed in Fiscal Year 1995, compared with 1,415 in Fiscal Year 1999, a 

decrease of 6.8 percent. Fueling the reported decrease was a 12.1 percent reduction in 

indictment and information filings, from 813 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 715 in Fiscal Year 

1999. 
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There are four judges and two standing masters assigned to adjudicate Charles 

County's increasing caseload. During Fiscal Year 1999, the judges and masters 

conducted an average of 1,850 hearings each, the second highest statewide. Since Fiscal 

Year 1995, the number of hearings held increased approximately 33 7 percent from 8,300 

to the current total of 11,100 hearings. 

During Fiscal Year 1999. Charles County ranked seventh statewide in filings per 

judge (2,022 filings) and ninth in dispositions per judge (1.797 dispositions). Criminal case 

disposition averaged 154 days during Fiscal Year 1999, while civil and juvenile case 

disposition averaged 187 days and 68 days, respectively. 

Dorchester County 

Dorchester County was the only jurisdiction on the Eastern Shore to experience a 

reduction in population over the last ten years. The projected July 1, 2000 population of 

29,300 residents represents a decrease of 3.1 percent during that period. 

While population has deceased, filing activity over the last five years has risen 

approximately 9 percent, from 1,901 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the Fiscal Year level of 2,072 

filings. The reported increase can be attributed to a 23.8 percent rise in civil case filings. 

There were 1,005 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the current level 

of 1,244 filings. A 98.8 percent increase in general civil filings (i.e., from 81 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 161 in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 24.3 percent rise in domestic-related 
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filings (i.e., from 802 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 997 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the 

reported increase. Approximately 60 percent of the total caseload comprised civil cases, 

of which more than 80 percent involved domestic-related matters. Juvenile and criminal 

case filings both decreased over the last five years by 5.3 percent and 8.5 percent, 

respectively.   Decreases in delinquency filings and jury trial prayers contributed to the 

reported reduction in overall juvenile and criminal filings. During the five-year period, the 

number of hearings conducted increased approximately 14 percent, from 2,571 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 2,930 hearings in Fiscal Year 1999.  During Fiscal Year 1999, Dorchester 

County ranked fourth in hearings conducted per judge and standing master. 

Over the last ten years, Dorchester County has experienced a decrease in 

judgeships from 1.5 judges, to the current complement of one judge. Dorchester County 

currently receives the assistance of a part-time standing master. As a one-judge 

jurisdiction, access to justice in Dorchester County can be affected by vacations, illnesses 

and other factors beyond the court's control (e.g., longer than expected trials, 

postponements, etc.). With respect to case disposition, Dorchester County averaged 161 

days for criminal case disposition (second statewide) and 76 days for juvenile case 

disposition (fourth statewide) during Fiscal Year 1999. Additionally, Dorchester County 

ranked sixth in filings per judge (2,072 filings) and fourth in dispositions per judge (2,050 

dispositions). 
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5     Frederick County 
i 

I Frederick County is the fastest growing area in the Western region of Maryland, as 

I    well as one of the State's fastest growing areas.   By July 1. 2000. Frederick County's 

]    population is expected to approximate 194,500 residents. That figure represents a 29.5 

1    percent increase or 44,292 additional residents over the last ten years. Dunng Fiscal Year 

1999, Frederick County ranked fifth in population per judge (47.650 residents). 

Parallel to the steady rise in population has been a surge in filing activity Since 

Fiscal Year 1995, total filings increased 44.3 percent, from 5.356 to the current level of 

7,727 total filings. Increases occurred in each functional area, with the greatest increase 

noted in juvenile case filings. There were 911 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995. 

compared to the current level of 2,534 filings, an increase of 178.2 percent. Categoncally. 

Frederick County has realized an explosion in both delinquency filings (i.e., from 750 in 

• Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,959 in Fiscal Year 1999) and CINA filings (i.e.. from 122 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 453 in Fiscal Year 1999). Not as statistically significant was the 16 9 percent 

rise in civil case filings (i.e., from 3,027 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,539 in Fiscal Year 1999) 

and the 16.6 percent increase in criminal filings (i.e., from 1,418 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 

1,654 in Fiscal Year 1999). As with many areas in the State. Frederick County has 

experienced a steady increase in judicial workload resulting from CDS violations Within 

the civil caseload, general civil filings increased 134.9 percent (i.e.. from 352 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 827 in Fiscal Year 1999), while domestic filings increased 3.3 percent (i.e., from 

2,137 filings in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,207 in Fiscal Year 1999). A 21.9 percent increase 
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in requests for jury trials from the District Court contributed to the reported nse in cnminal 

case filings. 

Since F,scal Year 1995, hearings conducted in Frederick County have increased 

36.4 percent (i.e., from 4,400 to 6,001 in Fiscal Year 1999). The most signrficant increase 

was noted in juvenile heanngs, from 1,991 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3.544 in Fiscal Year 

1999, an increase of 83 percent. 

There are four judges and one part-time standing master assigned to adjudicate 

Frederick County's increasing caseload. Frederick County ranked tenth statewide in filings 

per judge (1,932 filings) during Fiscal Year 1999. An average of 232 days was expended 

on civil case disposition dunng Fiscal Year 1999 (third statewide), while criminal 

disposition averaged 148 days (sixth statewide). 

case 

Garrett County 

Situated in the western most comer of the State, Garrett County is home to 

approximately 29,200 residents. That figure represents an increase of nearty four percent 

over the last ten years. 

During the last five years, Garrett County's overall caseload has remained relatrvely 

consistent, fluctuating slightly throughout, resulting in a net decrease of 4.3 percent, from 

1.152 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 1.103 case filings.  Contributing to the 
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reported decrease was a 39.4 percent reduction in cnminal case filings, from 142 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to the current level of 86 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 50.6 

percent decrease in indictment and information filings (i.e.. from 79 in Fiscal Year 1995. 

to 39 in Fiscal Year 1999). Likewise, civil case filings decreased 10 percent (i.e.. from 870 

in Fiscal Year 1995, to 783 in Fiscal Year 1999), fueled by a 9 percent decrease in 

domestic filings (i.e., from 653 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 594 in Fiscal Year 1999) The 

decreases in civil and criminal filings was mitigated by a 67.1 percent rise in juvenile filings. 

There were 140 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared to the current level 

of 234 filings. Within the juvenile case type, CINA filings increased 147.8 percent (i.e.. 

from 46 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 114 in Fiscal Year 1999), while delinquency filings 

increased 19.3 percent (i.e., from 83 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 99 in Fiscal Year 1999). 

Garrett County has one resident judge and one part-time standing master who 

collectively presided over 1,216 hearings during Fiscal Year 1999. That figure represents 

a 51.2 percent increase over the 804 hearings held during Fiscal Year 1995. During Fiscal 

Year 1999, Garrett County reported the fifth longest criminal disposition time statewide 

(150 days). 

Harford County 

Harford County's projected July 1, 2000 population of 221,200 residents represents 

a 21.5 percent increase over the April 1990 Census level of 182,132 residents.  Harford 
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County has expenenced a steady influx of peopie. ranking seventh statew.de in population 

per judge (43,580 residents) during Fiscal Year 1999. 

Filing activity in Harford County has fluctuated over the last five years with a net 

•ncrease of approximately 2.2 percent. There were 7,300 cases fi.ed during Fiscal Year 

1995, compared w,th the current level of 7,464 filings. The only increase was noted in civil 

case filings, from 3,983 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 4.395 in F.scal Year 1999, an increase of 

10.3 percent. Categorically, general civil filings increased 109.2 percent (i.e.. from 517 in 

Fiscal Year 1995, to 973 ,n Fiscal Year 1999), white domestic-related filings increased 4.6 

percent (i.e., from 2,679 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,803 in Fiscal Year 1999).  Dunng the 

same penod, criminal case filings decreased 9.4 percent, from 2,294 in Fiscal Year 1995, 

to 2,078 ,n Fiscal Year 1999.   A 19.2 percent decrease was noted in indictment and 

.nformation filings (i.e., from 900 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 727 in Fiscal Year 1999), white jury 

tnal prayers decreased 6.6 percent (i.e., from 1,242 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,160 in Fiscal 

Year 1999).   Likewise, juvenile filings decreased from 1,023 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the 

current leve. of 991 filings, a decrease of 3.1 percent.   A 5.9 percent reduction in 

delinquency filings, from 715 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 673 in Fiscal Year 1999, contnbuted 

to the overall decrease. 

Harford County's five judges are assisted by one full-time and one part-time master. 

Dunng the year, a reported 6,036 heanngs were conducted. Harford County ranked third 

in juvenile case disposition (82 days) and ninth in civil case disposition (206 days).   In 
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addition,  Harford County averaged  134 days for criminal case disposition (twetfth 

statewide). 

Howard County 

Howard County has experienced an influx of nearly 60 000 residents over the last 

ten years. It is projected that population in this jurisdiction will reach 247.300 by July 1. 

2000. During Fiscal Year 1999, Howard County ranked third statewide in population per 

judge (48,360 residents). 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings have decreased slightly. 1 3 percent, from 8.080 

to the current level of 7,979 filings.  During that penod. civil case filings increased more 

than 15 percent. There were 3,848 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared to 

the   Fiscal Year   1999  total  of 4,438  filings      Domestic-related  filings  comprised 

approximately 59 percent of the civil caseload, increasing 12.5 percent over the last five 

years, from 2.328 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,619 in Fiscal Year 1999. Throughout the five- 

year period, delinquency filings continued to account for a great percentage of the juvenile 

caseload. There were 978 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, compnsing 

nearly 84 percent of all juvenile cases filed.   Jury trial prayers and indictment and 

information filings represented 54.3 percent (1,288 filings) and 35.1 percent (834 filings) 

of the criminal caseload, respectively during the same period. Howard County ranked fifth 

in civil case disposition (230 days) and eighth in juvenile case disposition (72 days)   An 

average of 136 days was expended in criminal case disposition (tenth statewide) 
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Howard County has a complement of five judges and three standing masters tasked 

with the responsibility of adjudicating its caseload. 

Kent County 

Maryland's least populated jurisdiction. Kent County, has a projected July 1. 2000 

population of 19,100 residents, an increase of 7.1 percent over the last ten years. 

Since Fiscal Year 1995. filing activity in Kent County has fluctuated with a net 

mcrease of 5.1 percent, from 1,324 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 1,391 filings. During 

the five-year period, civil cases increased 14.2 percent, from 967 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 

the current total of 1,104 filings. Domestic-related filings increased 10.3 percent (i.e., from 

832 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 918 in Fiscal Year 1999), while general civil filings rose 58.2 

percent (i.e., from 67 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 106 in Fiscal Year 1999). A 21.2 percent 

decrease in delinquency filings, coupled with a 68 percent decrease in CINA filings 

contributed to a 27.2 percent decrease in total juvenile case filings. Likewise, a reduct.on 

of 17 percent was noted in criminal case filings, from 265 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 220 in 

Fiscal Year 1999. Contributing to that decrease was a 38.8 percent decline in the filing of 

requests for jury trials from the District Court. 

in 

Kent County's single judge is assisted by a part-tinne standing master. During Fisca 

Year 1999, there were 1,839 hearings conducted. Kent County ranked ninth statewide 

hearings held per judge and standing master (1,533 hearings). An average of 198 days 
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I    was expended in civil case disposition, while juvemie case disposition averaged 52 days 
s 

I    Kent County ranked seventh in criminal case disposition (141 days) 

| 

* Montgomery County 

i 
i The most populous jurisdiction in the State wnn a protected July 1, 2000 population 

':    of 855,300 residents is Montgomery County.   That figure represents an increase of 
I 
I    approximately 13 percent or more than 98.000 ^habitants over the last ten years, 

* Montgomery County ranked second statewide in population per judge (49,888 residents) 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings increased approximately 14 5 percent, from 

26,157 to the current total of 29,960 filings. During that same period, domestic-related 

filings increased 24 percent, from 8,451 in Fiscal Yea-1995, to 10.480 in Fiscal Year 1999. 

The number of civil hearings conducted also increased during the five-year period There 

were 17,146 civil hearings held during Fiscal Year 1995. compared to 18,823 during Fiscal 

Year 1999, an increase of nearly 10 percent. Montgomery County ranked twelfth statewide 

in hearings per judge and standing master (1,389 heanngs). During Fiscal Year 1999, 

Montgomery County reported the shortest average time for criminal case disposition (85 

days) and the second shortest time for civil case disposition (153 days). 

There are seventeen judges assigned to Montgomery County, supplemented by the 

assistance of four standing masters.   With the impending implementation of the new 

^     master policy, the calendar assignments of judges, parbcularty family division judges, will 
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be greatly impacted. Masters will no longer be able to hear certain proceedings, which will 

result in an increased workload for judges. Effective management of domestic-related 

cases, which by their nature are often time consuming and complex, will become 

increasingly important. 

Prince George's County 

Located in the Seventh Judicial Circuit of Maryland, Prince George s County is one 

of the most populated areas in the State. The July 1. 2000 populat.on projection of 

789,400 residents represents an increase of approximately 8.2 percent over the 1990 

Census. Population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 was 34,070, ranking eleventh 

statewide. 

Total filings increased slightly over the last five years, from 44,664 during Fiscal 

Year 1995, to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 44,946 filings. Civil filings compnsed nearly 64 

percent (28,625 filings) of the total caseload with approximately 59.2 percent (16,942 

filings) of the civil cases involving domestic matters. Criminal cases accounted for 23.6 

percent of the total filings. Since Fiscal Year 1995, criminal case filings rose 38.8 percent, 

from 7,642 to the current level of 10,606 filings. A 104.8 percent increase in jury trial 

prayers (i.e., from 2,652 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 5,430 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed 

significantly to the reported increase. Delinquency filings continue to comprise a large 

percentage of the juvenile caseload, 65.7 percent (3,754 filings). 
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Prince George's County has a complement of twenty-three judges and six standing 

masters. During Fiscal Year 1999, Prince George's County ranked ninth statewide in 

filings per judge (1,954 filings) and eleventh in dispositions per judge (1.679 dispositions) 

Additionally, Prince George's County ranked fourth in crvil case disposition (232 days) and 

sixth in the number of heanngs conducted per judge and standing master (1,646 heanngs). 

Queen Anne's County 

Queen Anne's County's population is projected to approximate 41.200 residents by 

July 1, 2000, representing an influx of more than 7,000 residents or 21 3 percent over the 

last ten years. During Fiscal Year 1999, Queen Anne's County ranked eighth statewide in 

population per judge (40.400 residents). 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, Queen Anne's County has experienced a 36.9 percent 

increase in total filings, from 1,357 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 1.858 filings. Increases 

in both civil and juvenile filings contributed to the overaii increase There were 1.377 civil 

cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of 43.6 percent over the 959 cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 1995. The reported increase can be attributed to a 63.8 percent rise 

in domestic-related filings (i.e., from 567 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 929 in Fiscal Year 1999) 

Likewise, juvenile filings increased 42.3 percent, from 227 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the 

current level of 323 filings. Increases were noted in both delinquency (i.e., from 212 in 

Fiscal Year 1995, to 255 in Fiscal Year 1999) and CiNA (i.e., from nine in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 50 in Fiscal Year 1999) filings.   A 23.1 percent reduction in jury trial prayers 
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contributed to the 7.8 percent decrease noted in cnminal case filings over the last five 

years (i.e.. from 171 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 158 in Fiscal Year 1999). 

Queen Anne's County has one judge assigned to adjudicate its growng caseload. 

During Fis^l Year 1999, this jurisdiction ranked seventh statewide ,n hearings conducted 

per judge and standing master (1,639 hearings). 

St Mary's County 

Located on the southern tip of Maryland, St. Mary's County's populate is proved 

to approach 90,900 residents by Ju^ 1, 2000. That figure represents an increase of 19.6 

percent over the 1990 level of 75,974 residents. 

In addition to experiencing an increase in population. St. Mary's County also has 

realized an escalation in filing activity.  There were 4,556 total cases filed during Fiscal 

Year 1999. an increase of 11.2 percent over the Fiscal Year 1995 level of 4,097 filings. 

Increases were noted in both civil and juvenile case filings.   There was a 24.4 percent 

increase in evil case filings, from 2,577 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,205 in Fiscal Year 1999. 

Contributing to that increase was a 29 percent rise in domestic-related filings, from 1,977 

m Fiscal Year 1995, to the current tota, of 2,550 filings.   Likev.se. Juvenite case filings 

increased 43.2 percent, from 495 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 709 in Fiscal Year 1999. 

Delinquency filings rose 49.6 percent over the last five years (i.e., from 387 .n Fiscal Year 

1995, to 579 in Fiscal Year 1999).  The only decrease occurred in crimina. case fiUngs. 
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There were 642 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, a decrease of 37.4 percent 

from the 1,025 cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995. Indictment and information filings 

decreased 39.1 percent (i.e., from 379 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 231 in Fiscal Year 1999), 

while jury trial prayers decreased 36.1 percent (i.e., from 617 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 394 

in Fiscal Year 1999), contributing to the reported decrease in criminal filings.   •' 

During Fiscal Year 1999. St. Marys County conducted 5.321 hearings, an increase 

of 22.9 percent over the 4,328 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 1995. St. Marys 

County has three judges and one full-time standing master. 

Somerset County 

Somerset County has a projected July 1, 2000 population of 24,600 residents, an 

increase of 4.9 percent over the last ten years. 

Over the last five years, total filings in Somerset County increased 7 6 percent, from 

2,051 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 2,207 filings. During that same period, 

civil filings increased 5.8 percent (i.e., from 1,303 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,378 in Fiscal 

Year 1999), while juvenile case filings rose 43.2 percent (i.e., from 220 in Fiscal Year 1995, 

to 315 in Fiscal Year 1999), contributing to the overall increase. Domestic case filings 

increased 3.6 percent, from 1,074 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 1,113 in Fiscal Year 1999. 

Likewise, a 69.6 percent increase in delinquency filings (i.e., from 102 in Fiscal Year 1995, 

to 173 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the reported increase in overall juvenile filings 
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Somerset County's civil docket has been impacted by increased litigation from inmates in 

the Eastern Correctional Institution. Criminal filings were consistent over the last five years 

(i.e., from 528 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 514 in Fiscal Year 1999). 

There is one judge and one part-time standing master assigned to Somerset 

County. Dunng Fiscal Year 1999, Somerset County ranked eighth in hearings conducted 

per judge and standing master (1.586 hearings). In addition, Somerset County ranked third 

in filings per judge (2,207 filings) and second in dispositions per judge (2,172 dispositions). 

At the present rate, Somerset County will require additional judicial assistance to effectively 

manage its caseload. 

Talbot County 

Talbot County is in the Second Judicial Circuit of Maryland. Its projected July 1, 

2000 population of 33.500 residents represents an increase of 9.7 percent over the 1990 

Census level of 30,549 residents. 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings in Talbot County have increased 9 percent, from 

1,810 to the current total of 1,973 filings. Civil and juvenile filings both increased dunng 

the five-year period. There were 1,224 civil filings reported during Fiscal Year 1999, an 

increase of 12 percent over the 1,093 filings reported during Fiscal Year 1995. Domestic- 

related filings increased nearly 15 percent over the last five years (i.e., from 807 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 925 in Fiscal Year 1999). The civil caseload was comprised primarily of 
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domestic-related matters (75.6 percent) during Fiscal Year 1999. Likewise, domestic- 

related filings accounted for approximately 46.9 percent of the total cases reported 

Juvenile case filings have increased 15.7 percent since Fiscal Year 1995. from 300 to the 

Fiscal Year 1999 total of 347 filings The reported increase can be attnbuted to a 17 3 

percent rise in delinquency filings (i.e.. from 226 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 265 in Fiscal Year 

1999). A 16.7 percent decrease in indictment and information filings (i e , from 245 in 

Fiscal Year 1995, to 204 in Fiscal Year 1999), mitigated by a 17.1 percent increase in jury 

trial prayers (i.e., from 105 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 123 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to 

the 3.6 percent reduction in total cnminal filings over the last five years. There were 417 

criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999 total of 

402 filings. 

The one judge assigned to Talbot County has the assistance of a part-time standing 

master. There were 1,679 hearings conducted in Talbot County during Fiscal Year 1999 

Talbot County ranked eighth in both filings (1,973 filings) and dispositions (1.883 

dispositions) per judge during Fiscal Year 1999. In disposing its caseload an average of 

201 days was expended in civil case disposition, 130 days in criminal case disposition and 

22 days in juvenile case disposition. 

Washington County 

Washington County is expected to be home to approximately 127 800 residents by 

July 1, 2000. Since the 1990 Census, population has increased 5.3 percent During Fiscal 
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Year 1999. Wash.ngton County ranked thirteenth in population per judge (31,900 

residents) 

Washington County has experienced a steadily increasing caseload over the last 

five years. S.nce F.scal Year 1995, total filings have .ncreased approximately 35 7 percent, 

from 6,374 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 8,647 filings.  Increases were noted in each 

functional area wrth the greatest increase occurring in civil case filings. There were 3.515 

civil cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared to the current level of 5,064 filings, an 

increase of 44.1 percent.   Propelling the reported increase was a 51.4 percent rise in 

domestic-related filings, from 2,562 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3.880 in Fiscal Year 1999. 

Juvenile case filings followed, increasing 39.3 percent, from 778 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the 

current level of 1.084 filings. Categorically, CINA filings .ncreased 65.8 percent (i.e., from 

351 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 587 in Fiscal Year 1999), while delinquency filings rose 9.1 

percent (i.e., from 406 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 443 in Fiscal Year 1999).  Criminal filing 

activity rose 20.1 percent during the last five years. There were 2,081 criminal cases filed 

during Fiscal Year 1995, compared to 2,499 filings during Fiscal Year 1999. Fueling the 

increase was a 31.6 percent rise in indictment and information filings, from 594 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 782 in F«cal Year 1999. Cases arising from CDS violations has saturated 

the criminal docket over the past several years. Washington County has been identified 

by law enforcement officials as a distribution point for drug activity. 
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During the five-year period, an increase in heanngs has been noted as well. There 

were 6.896 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of 25.9 percent over 

the 5,479 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 1995. An average of 1,379 hearings 

were conducted per judge and standing trtaster during Fiscal Year 1999, ranking thirteenth 

statewide. Additionally, Washington County ranked fourth in filings per judge (2,162 filings) 

and third in dispositions per judge (2,163 dispositions). Despite the steadily increasing 

caseload, Washington County has managed to dispose its caseload expeditiously. An 

average of 177 days was expended on civil case disposition (nineteenth), 120 days on 

cnminal case disposition (sixteenth) and 65 days on juvenile case disposition (thirteenth). 

There are four judges and one standing master assigned to adjudicate Washington 

County's increasing caseload. 

Wicomico County 

Wicomico County is located in the First Judicial Circuit of Maryland. It is projected 

that its population will approximate 80,100 by July 1, 2000. That figure represents an 

increase of 7.7 percent over the 1990 total of 74,339 residents. 

Wicomico County has experienced an increase of 24.6 percent in total filings since 

Fiscal Year 1995. There were 3,924 filings reported dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared 

to the Fiscal Year 1999 total of 4,891 filings. Increases were noted in each functional area 

with the greatest numencal increase occumng in criminal filings. There were 2,008 criminal 
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cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of 38.4 percent over the Fiscal Year 1995 

level of 1,451 filings. Juvemle filings followed, increasing 55,4 percent, from 332 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 516 in Fscal Year 1999. A 10.6 percent rise in civil case filings was reported 

during the same period (i.e., from 2,141 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 2,367 in Fiscal Year 1999), 

Contributing to the overall increase in filings was a 56.8 percent rise in jury trial prayers 

(i.e., from 680 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1.066 in Fiscal Year 1999) and a 32.9 percent 

increase in delinquency filings (i.e.. from 277 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 368 in Fiscal Year 

1999). Also increasing were indictment and information filings (14.1 percent), domestic- 

related filings (6.3 percent) and CINA filings (154.7 percent). 

Wicomico County's caseload is adjudicated by its three judges who receive 

assistance from a part-time master. During Fiscal Year 1999, Wcomico County filed 1,630 

filings per judge, while disposing 1,439 cases per judge. Additionally, approximately 1,259 

heanngs were conducted per judge and standing master. Wrth respect to case disposition 

time, civil cases averaged 180 days, while criminal and juvenile cases averaged 106 days 

and 51 days, respectively. 

Worcester County 

Worcester County is the fastest growing subdivision on the Eastern Shore with a 

projected July 1, 2000 population of 44,600 residents, an increase of more than 27 percent 

since the 1990 Census. 
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Exhibit A-1 

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings in Worcester County have increased 

approximately 17.8 percent, from 3,203 to the Fiscal Year 1999 total of 3,772 filings Civil 

and criminal filings both increased dunng the five-year period, contributing to the overall 

increase. A 19.3 percent increase was reported in civil filings, from 1,826 in Fiscal Year 

1995, to 2,179 in Fiscal Year 1999. Contributing to the increase was an 18 8 percent rise 

in domestic-related filings (i.e. from 1.008 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 1,197 in Fiscal Year 

1999). Criminal case filings rose 26.6 percent dunng the same period, from 1.008 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to the current level of 1,276 filings. Fueling the reported increase was a 33.8 

percent rise in jury trial prayers emanating from the District Court (i.e., from 705 in Fiscal 

Year 1995, to 943 in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 10.5 percent increase in indictment 

and information filings (i.e., from 247 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 273 in Fiscal Year 1999) A 

16.5 percent reduction in delinquency filings contributed to the reported 14.1 percent 

decrease in total juvenile filings. 

The two judges and one part-time standing master assigned to Worcester County 

presided over 2,366 hearings during Fiscal Year 1999. Over the last five years, hearings 

increased 45.5 percent, from 1,626 in Fiscal Year 1995. Worcester County ranked 

eleventh statewide in filings per judge dunng Fiscal Year 1999 (1,886 filings). 
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STATISTICAL DATA SUPPORTING 
NEED FOR ADDITIONAL 

CIRCUIT COURT JUDGESHIPS 



TAHI.K I 

SlAIKWID* ClK< IHI COUKI FlI.INtiSBVC'A.SKTVI 

FlM Al YKAkS 1988 lllKOI (.11 1999 

Case 
Type 

FY88 
Filings 
(% of 

Chanxe) 

112,64? 

FY89 
Filings 
(•/• of 

Change) 

FY90 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY9I 
Filings 
(% of 

ChHiige) 

FY92 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY93 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY94 
Filings 
(•/• of 

Change) 

FY 95 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY96 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY97 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY98 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY99 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

Civil 116.009 128.893 137.077 149,229 158.185 157.005 147.784 157.743 157.899 160.174 167,265 

6.08% 2.99% 11.11% 6.35% K K7% 6.00% -0.75% 5 87% 6.74% 0.10% 1.44% 4 43% 

Criniinal 57.923 61,330 60.428 69,451 74.062 69.836 68,927 68,672 69,753 69,121 71,770 72.123 

4.K4% 5.88% -1.47% 14.93% ()M% 5.71% 1.30% 0 37% 1.57% 0.91% 3.83% 0.49% 

• 
Juvenile .12.H06 33,62V 36,598 32,716 11.360 37.660 38,694 38.252 U.9H8 36.801 38.093 3V.081 

1.13% 2.51% 8.83% -10.61% 1.97% 12 89% 2.75% -1.14% -11.15% 8.28% 3 51% 2.59% 

I'Mlill 203.374 2II.05K 225.919 239.244 2V»,651 265.681 264.626 2S4.708 261.484 263.821 270.037 278.469 

4 <*)% 3.78% 7.04% 5.90% 7 1H% \ 52% -0.40% •V75% 2.66% 0.89% 2 36% 3 12% 

lixdmlcs jtivcnilc causes in Montgomery County which is the jurisilicMon of tlu- District Court 

3" 



I   imHt/Jurisdictioii    FT mi    FY 1992   FY 1993   FV 1994   FV 199?   FV 1996   FY W    FV 1998    FT 1999   F^ 2000     n 2001 

^t Circuit 

PROJICTIONS OF CIRCTTT Comi Fitrscs FOR 

EACH JIHISDICTION L\ MAKVI^ND THROIGH 2001 

Exhibit A-2 

Projected' 

'$ (orchester 

orerset 

.omico 

orwester 

pond Circuit 

aronne 

er.: 

^ar Anne's 

aJN.it 

ird Circuit 

aitimore 

irford 

rtfa Circuit 

lies: anj 

ashington 

is Circuit 

ane .Arundel 

ward 

Circuit 

edenck 

ooigomcn* 

tmtk Circuit 

Laries 

George's 

Mar>'s 

ACir«;vit 

nore Otv 

9.190 

1.5-9 

3.5 — 

9,-21 

1.401 

4. •>"••! 

966 

I.MS 

1.-05 

31.995 

25.3S4 

6.611 

8.645 

1366 

1.090 

5.189 

38.995 

26.633 

4.v-8 

".384 

30^-7 

5.281 

25.296 

50.7M 

2.868 

4.934 

39.03'' 

3.889 

59J93 

59.393 

10.882 

2.218 

1.-84 

3.854 

3.026 

10.442 

1.325 

4.633 

1.43" 

1.342 

1.705 

33.492 

25,736 

7.756 

9,350 

2.576 

1.131 

5.643 

40.074 

26,798 

5.581 

7,695 

38.959 

5.289 

33.670 

52,777 

2.904 

5.539 

40.082 

4.252 

60,675 

60.675 

11.2% 

2.068 

2.046 

3.986 

3.19t> 

10.013 

1.440 

4.413 

i.n 
1.3SS 

1.601 

32.815 

25.455 

7.360 

9.099 

2. "95 

1.099 

5.205 

39.866 

26.250 

6.236 

-.380 

43.480 

5.155 

38.325 

51.999 

2.807 

5.456 

39."48 

3.988 

67,113 

6".113 

11.096 

2.044 

2.026 

3.936 

3.090 

10.041 

1.302 

4.328 

1.392 

1.351 

! 668 

33.53- 

26.500 

7.037 

10.544 

3.224 

1.150 

6.1-0 

39.6" 1 

26.362 

6.296 

7.013 

40.246 

5.219 

35.027 

55.213 

2.801 

5.712 

42.-21 

3.9^9 

64.278 

64.278 

11.0-9 

1.901 

2.'>5 1 

3."524 

10.-50 

1,54, 

4.";« 

1.324 

34.110 

26.810 

-.3W 

10-206 

2.680 

1.152 

6.3 "4 

38 J "6 

24.053 

6.143 

8.08C' 

31^13 

5.356 

26.15-' 

59^8 

3.752 

6.785 

44.664 

4.09- 

59.4-4 

59.4-6 

12,004 

1.928 

2.r5 

4.532 

3.369 

11.400 

1.6-8 

4.982 

1.432 

1.686 

1.622 

34.895 

2-.952 

6.943 

11.263 

3.230 

1.168 

6.865 

38.146 

23.662 

5.93" 

8.547 

33.753 

5,-49 

28.004 

60.081 

4.450 

6.902 

44.024 

4.705 

59,942 

59.942 

12.515 

1.881 

2.314 

4.935 

3.385 

11.331 

1.3*: 

4.9]- 

1.548 

l.'S- 

35.491 

2-.800 

-.69! 

1I.T 

3.452 

I.IO: 

-.16-1 

35,092 

21.185 

5,56" 

8.340 

35.338 

6.3-1 

28.%" 

61.192 

4.598 

7.340 

44.161 

5.093 

61.145 

61.145 

13.312 

2.396 

2.248 

4."8 

3.890 

11."50 

1 692 

4 -4$ 

1.463 

I.^IS 

I.'429 

35.632 

28.055 

-J:-'- 

13_396 

3.826 

1.21" 

8.353 

34.440 

211.2-4 

5.896 

8.2-0 

35.208 

6.828 

28.380 

61.651 

4.686 

".644 

44.239 

5.082 

64,648 

64.648 

12.942 

2.0-2 

2.2iJ- 

4.891 

11.930 

I.-110 

5. .08 

1.391 

1.A58 

\    S "  * 

35.943 

28.4-9 

-.464 

13.190 

- 440 

1.103 

8.64" 

34.-34 

2! 405 

-.9-9 

3-.687 

•   — •% — 

29.960 

62.067 

4.4" 

8.088 

44.946 

4.556 

69.9''6 

69.976 

13.-28 

2.15- 

2.43" 

5.145 

3.9**^ 

12.053 

l.-''-3 

4 ^-> 

1.5^1 

1.8V2 

i ^2 ^ 

36.622 

29.03 1 

-.591 

13.846 

3.846 

1.162 

S.S.--8 

33.94" 

i v ".;- 

5 83" 

8.484 

3-.533 

6.845 

30.688 

62.9-4 

4.898 

8.356 

44.64! 

5.0-9 

66.126 

66.126 

14.155 

2.184 

4 '44 

12.266 

1      „,.J 

3 ".10? 

29.456 

-.649 

14.451 

4 'K'P 

!  168 

-- 28; 

33.198 

; v -: s; 

~ >c, 

8.*! >.> 

38.54" 

'P 1 

3 1.486 

63.690 

5.,.Jt>" 

8.691 

44 "IS 

5.214 

66.-59 

66.-59 

LTtWIPE 239J44     256,651    265.681     264.626    254.-08    261.484    263.821      2 "'0.037     2-8.469     2-6.829      280.1 "1 

1 ears 2000 and 2001. projections are based on a linear regression rr.ethoC cf :'ereca5Un2 mihzir.e ai 
^stances, data ma> be deleted because it ma> skew projections 

from Fiscal Year 199! -J-.r 

->enile cases heard in Monteomerv Count\ 



FFLFNC TO Disrosmos Or CASIS TtRMrsATto 
IN FISCAL 19%. 1997.199S A>D 1999 

All Criniiosl Cases Eicluding C«sw Ovtr 360 Pays* 

n 96 FV 97       n 98       FY 99 FY% n 9- F^ 98 F\ 99 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 

Somerset 

U icomico 

\\ orcester 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 

Cic;! 

Kent 

Queen Anne's 

Ta]bot 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore 

Harford 

Fourth Circuit 

A!legan\ 

Garrett 

Washington 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel 

Carrol! 

Howard 

Sixth Circuit 

Freskrick 

Montgomery 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 

Charles 

Prince Georee s 

St Mary's 

Eighth Circuit 

If 

10" 

IIJ 

ro 

188 

148 

! ^ ^ 

130 

134 

219 

1" 

134 

159 

166 

152 

205 

190 

110 

125 

180 

142 

163 

139 Mr 

114 >J 

I'XS ::3 

161 

139 

"42 

120 

106 

219 

204 

]~2 

154 

191 

180 

183 

I If 

1 13 

i r 

!f>6 

228 

1"" 

198 

146 

162 

151 it.8 156 

!M . ^^ i ^ "^ 

264 185 18" 

182 168 1-2 

111 114 103 

134 166 ro 
1'" 158 180 

152 154 134 

142 204 r9 

159 

Id" 

85 

154 

1"" 

151 

1 3 1 

150 

164 

!29 

124 

132 

144 

161 

94 

122 

164 

1 14 

131 

12: 

126 

151 

93 

154 

18u 

154 

101 

1 15 

I'M) 

126 

162 

156 

I 18 

128 

14* 

134 

159 

92 

136 

139 

IOV 

124 

1M 

!d8 

Idfr, 

!  !S 

184 

154 

156 

!5n 

120 

140 

136 

148 

85 

154 

i 13 

i:i8 

Baltimore Ciu 145 145 !58 1-9 112 1 '.•'< 109 122 

Statewide 147 150 !49 15" 116 11" 114 121 

•This column provides a more accurate estimate of average case tame by excluding older caies which ma> have 

failed to be reponed statistically as closed 
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TKBLI i (CONT'D.) Exhibit A-2 

Fnj>G TO Disrosmo OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1996,1997,1998 AND 1999 

All Cr vil Cases Eieludag Cases Over 721 

FY 96         FY 97       FY 98 

Days* 

FY99 FY% FY9- FY98 FV99 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 23" 260 23" 280 185 NO Ivo 182 

Somerset 1*3 141 14* 154 125 ' i 5 113 132 

Wicomico ::o r5 395 1 •> 1 157 140 1-4 180 

Worcester 198 306 216 239 164 192 1-8 104 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 34" 4!9 •"! 258 1S6 • -» > 184 164 

Cecil :-8 233 295 242 1-6 1 ~"i 191 205 

Ken; 216 230 2 09 2^ ri * O"* 19! 19$ 

Queer. Anne > 194 i — i*9 1"6 169 i^ 164 154 

Talbot :i: 213 214 246 ]-" ;-; 18" 20 I 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore 258 266 514 476 184 19" 206 Tl "» 

Harford 244 256 363 491 162 155 228 206 

Fourth Circuit 

Al!egan\ 291 26" 183 193 ^-> — 
226 ri 184 

Garrett 218 228 26(1 229 183 1 91) 198 186 

Washington 233 216 198 2"* 16! 154 151 1" 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel 353 445 358 "i""^ ^-t" 
23 8 24" 24h 

Cairo 11 258 262 256 ^03 1-6 ; <2 188 211 

Howard 314 29? 305 319 235 220 23" 230 

Sixth Circuit 

Frederick: 263 422 426 292 P0 229 210 232 

Morufiomer. 155 212 116 159 114 1" 103 153 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 300 254 240 364 224 200 204 ~I~I-\ 

Charles 367 250 271 286 177 181 192 18" 

Prince George's 349 341 340 325 199 ,"'? 248 T* t 

St Man's 450 259 232 308 209 196 186 196 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltimore Cit\ 508 5""' "21 4*3 262 -t --> 282 2-6 

Statewide 284 308 338 338 180 202 209 214 

'This column provides a more accurate estimate of average case time b> excluding c'.nr can which ma\ 
failed to be reported statistically as closed 



1 Mi i 3(C(»M'U.) 
FILING TO Disrosmov or CASES TEHMINATED 

l> FISCAL 1996.1997.1998 AND 1999 

Lxnibit A-2 

All Juvenile Ctset 

n 96 FY97 FV98 FY99 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 4" 82 65 "9 

Somerset 16 i- 28 I ~ 

Wicomico 70 46 8* "1 

\^ orcesier 4" 51 -- 4l'i 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 288 16 — 2! 

Cecil 10" 250 105 96 

Ken! 56 ^^ -- S2 

Queen Anne's N N 53 48 85 

Talbot 130 56 20 -i i 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore 82 "0 8" 115 

Harford 101 83 9; S6 

Fourth Circuit 

Allegan> —> 9" "0 "4 

Garren 59 45 54 " 

Washington •o "8 •4 ) 02 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arunde! 94 "4 83 "2 

Carroll 90 06 90 99 

Howard 105 144 104 12' 

Sixth Circuit 

Frederick 90 "9 62 60 

Montgomery 125 156 142 151 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 119 143 91 96 

Charles 78 -6 — 84 

Prince George's 122 84 105 124 

St. Man's 204 303 "1 80 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltimore Gtv" 25 19 26 201 

Eicluding C«s»< Cher 2"! Days* 

FY 96 FY 9- F\ 98 ¥\ 99 

4" «-, 

16 19 

40 45 

4 5 4^ 

100 

68 

4V 

24 

^9 

K~ 

48 

s 

"4 

4 

"4 

1 i 

"8 

86 -^ 59 

98 94 94 

51 

4^ 

62 64 "8 "4 

90 8o 8! 82 

66 "9 ^5 "i) 

4" 45 4v 4" 

56 M 64 ^5 

58 

101 

68 

64 

69 

84 

Statewide 84 "^ 130 59 53 55 

*This column provides a more accurate estimate of aserage case tune b> excluding r'.der cases which 
ma> have failed to be reponed statisticalK as closed 

**Baltimore City experienced a reporting problem with juvenile elapsed tune, howe-er. the problem 
has now been corrected. 



TABLE 4 

MARMAND POM LA no*. CR*.\CE BETWEEN 1980 AND 1990 CENSI S 

Acmal Popuiitioa Actuit Annual Population Projections Projected 
Circuit/Jurisdiction April 1, 1980 April 1. 1990 

Rate 

of Change % Jul> 1. 1990 July 1.2000 
Annual Rate 

of Chanpe 
First Circuit 145J40 163.043 1.23 163.590 1-8.600 0.92 
Dorchester 30.6:3 30.256 -0 13 30.260 29.300 .11.-,; 

Somerset 19.188 25.44^ •)   t-> 23.530 24.600 045 
Wicomico 64.540 "4.5 5 ^ 1 52 "4.610 W.ioii 0 "4 
'* orcester 30.889 *5 '":2* 1 34 55.190 44.6(1(1 2 6* 

S«cond Circuit 151.380 180.-26 1.94 181.390 209.000 1.52 
laroline 23.143 2"   5 5 1 nS 2-.12IJ 5fi.0(»u 1  fl6 

Cecil 60.450 -1.3J- 1 81 "1.590 S5.2W 1 9i. 
!s;nt 16.695 ;-.s-2 !.' hQ r.84i! 4. |i"H) <'-l 
. .een Anne's 25.5'?* 35 -f.: t    '  ' 54.1--I 4 1.201.' 2 o'- 
Tjibot 25.604 >•   ^4 ~* I 95 30.6"0 5 3.5(X"i 0 92 

Third Circuit 801.545 8-4J66 0.91 8"6.050 ^-.ooo 0.81 
Bilnmore 055.^ 1 5 (792.15- 0 5<> 695.05i) "25.8011 0 4" 
Harford 145.950 :52. i:: 2 48 183.020 221.20(i ; ..u 

Fourth Circuit 221.13: 224.4- 0.15 224.540 22-.100 0.12 
•\.iegan> 80.548 -4.9> -0 "0 "4.-80 "0.1(XJ -(I 65 
Garrett 27.498 28.13S 0 23 28.160 29.2(XJ 0 5" 
Washington 113.086 121.393 0-3 121.600 i2-.800 o51 

Fifth Circuit 585.703 ^3-.939 2.60 741,^-0 889,900 2.00 
Anne .\njndel JTO."^ 42".25^ 1 52 428.640 486.400 i 55 
ClIToll 96.356 125.5": 2 80 124.060 ' 56.2oO 2 5^ 
Howard 118.5-2 18-.52? 5 80 189.0-0 24-.300 5o8 

Siith Circuit 693.845 90-J35 3.08 912.640 1.049.800 1.50 
Frederick 114.-92 150.2v« 3 09 151.140 '.94.500 2 8" 
Montgomen. 5-9.053 -5-.02- 3 0" "61.500 S55.5<Xi 1 25 

S^enth Circuit 832.355 95-.-68 1.51 960.8-0 1.0-9.100 1.23 
C liven 34.658 .. --. 

4 83 51-80 "6.-00 4 V, 
Charles -2.-51 lOi. !5- 5 90 1 ul.85o ;22.!0<) 1 s* 
Pnnce George's 665.0" 1 "29.26* 0 9" "30.850 "89.400 "80 
S: Man's 59.895 -5.9-^ 2 68 "6.390 9<).9(X.'i 1 9(i 

Eifhth Circuit TO.• •36.014 -0.65 -34._'50 619.600 -I.5- 
Baltimore Citv -86.-5 "36.014 -065 734. "'50 0! 9.600 -1.5" 

Sate wide 4.217.975 4.781.469 l-W 4.795.600 5j:oo,ioo 0.84 

SOURCES: Bureau of the Census, and Man. land Population Repon Juh 1. 1997. and Projections to 2002. Department 

Change in population from one year to the next is dependent upon two factors - natural increase and net migration 
Natural increase is the excess of births over deaths. Net migration is the difference between the number of people mo\ ma 
into an area and the number moving out. For further information, see source documents abo\e 



TVBLES Exmou A-2 

CIMU CRIMINAL O.D JIAXMLE HLXRINGS 

FISCAL YEAR 1999 

Hearings Conducted 
Per Judge and 

Jurisdiction Civil Criminal Juvenile Total Standing Master 

rjrst Circuit 

)orchester Count> 949 1.660 321 2.-330 1.831 i 4) 
,omerset County 1.21- 683 321 ^   -•-> ! 1.586 i 8) 
Vicomico Counr. 933 3.125 854 - - \ 2 1.259! l"! 
Worcester Counr. L141 850 3 o 2.366 Q46 f2 1 ) 

iecond Circuit 

Caroline Count> 1.289 560 334 2.: 85 1.819( 5) 
!ecil County 851 3.169 1.482 5.502 i.834 i 3) 
lent County 1.180 496 163 l.S.'S 1.533 ( 0) 
)ueen Anne's County 1.008 242 389 l.r-.'Q 1.539. "i 
albot Counn. 900 445 334 :, ^"9 1.1 <w i 18} 

bird Circuit 

taltimore County 8.932 7.041 4.174 20.14"' 959(20) 
larford Counrv 1.064 4.013 959 6.036 915(221 

ourth Circuit 

illegam County 1.14- 1.251 304 2. "02 1.126(19! 
jarren Count\ 639 93 484 1.216 869(23) 

Washington Cowm 1.858 3.-51 1.28" 6.S36 1.379(13) 

ifth Circuit 

lime Arundel County 8.650 8.504 5.021 -,, ;_, 
1.4-8(11) 

larroll County 2.732 2.542 1.539 6.S13 1.514(10) 
loward Counn 1.150 2.264 2.391 5.805 -26(24) 

ixth Circuit 

rederick County 968 1.389 3.644 6.001 1.364(14) 
Montgomery Countv 18.823 10.347 * 29.170 1.389(12) 

evtnth Circuit 

alvert Countv 2.630 2.089 1.359 6.0-8 2.026 ( 1) 
'harles County 6.101 3.113 1.886 11.100 1.850 ( 2) 
rtnee George's County 21.643 15.880 10.201 4"."24 1.646 1 6) 

m Man's Count\ 2.513 1.131 1.677 5.521 1.550 (!5) 

Bigbtb Circuit 

•aitimore C\U 5.106 15.983 35.656 56.-45 1.290(16) 
ttotal - Statewide 93.424 90.621 75.155 259.200 1.346 

^eludes Juvenile hearing in Montsomer> Counn 



T KBU b 

CoMTAiunvi; WORKLOAD MEASIHES PE»Cmcin Coi RT JI DGE 

(FISCAL YEAR 1999) 

E x r, i b 11 

i Jarisdiction (It (2) (3) (4) (51 

i 

(Number of 
Judges)* Filings Per Jadfc 

Pendiag Cases 
Per Jud^e 

Dispositions 
Per Judge 

Population Per 
Judge 

Anornt> Judge 
Ratio 

(Hank) (Rank) (Rank) (Rank) (Rank) 

First Circuit 

Dorchester (1) 2.0": t 6> 1.1-2(13. 2.050 ( 41 29.400(1". 30 (19, 

Somerset < i) 2.20" i 3i 1.090(15) 2.1*2 < 2) 24.4<Wi21 14.24, 
Wicomico(3) 1.630.19i 932(1-) 1.439,18, 26.56" .2.J. 4S   '4. 

*, Worcesier (2) 1.886 • Hi 1.625 dO. 1.49-, IM 21.850,22- 5"   12, 

7 

Second Circuit 
Caroims 11) l.'OO  :"• 1.458.!! ;..;:-4 01. 2^.!*.I!! . 15 *        - z   - : 

J Cecil (31 1.669.18i 1.382(12' 1.493 • r- 2-.';i3.:: , I- 2- 22. 
• Kent (1) 1.391 .23) 6-4 i2.-• ' .28''.'  23 • 'u ,1,1/1 , ; j V j 

' Queen Anne's (1) 1.858. 12i 498.24. ".. S ^ 5     (i: 4.   4'(,i  , s \4     *• 

Talbot 11) 1.9-3     8. "69,2 i.SS3    81 33.3"" - 12 

. 
Third Circuit 

Baltimore (16) 1.-80; 14. 3.099 ,  •. l.t-55,!3) 45 244 1 •> i--  • 

» 
Harford (5) 1.493 .22i 1.823 , ^. 1.32^221 43.58iii " -< • ,. 

Fourth Circuit 
* Allegan) (2) 1.-20   16. 836(1*. i.f",i:. 35.35"'i t - 

Garrett (11 1.103 .24i -44(22) ^r i24i 29.2UU ,18. 3:    2' . 

- 

Washmgton (4) 

fifth Circuit 
.\nne .Arundel (10) 

Carroll 13) 

2.162 1  4) 

2.141 1   5) 

1.783 M3i 

I.136(14i 

3.136 ( 21 

1.652 ( 8, 

2.163 ( 31 

1.980 i 51 

1.-38 dOi 

3 1.900 (15, 

48.120 1 4, 
5'\9t>- ,  1 i 

31 , i 81 

151    51 

Howard (5) 1.596201 1.626 1 9, 1.422.191 4S.36(.1 1 5 • 2 ; 2   21 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick (4) 1.932.101 2.348 1 4 • 1.409 1201 4".650 1 5 ~y   -^, 

Momgomen.   (1") 1.^62 .15.. 915 t IS 1.598(14) 49.S88 , 2 •:-   . i 

Seventh Circuit 
Calvert(2) 2.239,  2i 1.059(16, 2.214 ( h 3". 150, 9, 49.: 31 

Charles (4) 2.022 .  "1 1.800 (    ": 1.-9-1 9i 30. "OO • 14 • -•, <. - ^., 

Pnnce Georse's (23i 1.954 •   Qi 2.280 , 5 i.6-«.l 1. 34.•.•"o ,;: ~ < -. 

St. Man's (3) 1.519.21i -62(21. 1.53! • 15i 29.-0- 1 l* 2 "   • 2  !   , 

! 
Eif hth Circuit 
Baltimore Citv (30) 2.333.   li 6.835 ( ! • 1.884 i ". 21.090 l;3 >,.    4 

Statewide (143) 1.94- 2.93" l.-ll 36.135 138 

"The number of judges used in developing the rankings in this chart is based on the number authorized 31 Fisca, Year 2IX>0( 143 
statewide). 

"Population estimate for July 1. 1999. issued b> the Mar. land Center for Health Staustics 

cAnonie> statistics obtained from the Administrator of the Clients' Semritv Trust Fund as of September 30. 1999 Oui-of-staie 
attorneys are not included in these ratios 

Excludes juvenile cases in Montgomcr> County which is the 'unsdiction of the District Court 
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TABLE? 

COMTARED R.\MIJ>G OF VARKH'S FACTORS AFFtc-n>G JioctsHip ALLOC ATIOV 

Ranking of Performance Factors 
Ranking of (Inserted Rinkm g Ised* 

Predictive Factors toSli o» Longest Times) 

Pending Time; Time Time 
Filings Population Cases Attornevs Civil Criminal Juvenile 

First Circuit 
Dorchester 0 r 13 18 182 i 1") 1 -,; .   ;, -h,   i 
Somerset 3 21 15 24 132 ,241 l'-'S.I8/ 1-1:4, 
W icomico 19 20 r 14 I81M81 l-v. ,22.. 51 , U • 
V. orcester 11 22 10 12 1 tvl , 201 1 • j., jw, ih , 2 i 

Second Circuit 
CaroSme 1" 15 n 23 164,211 15"!  5 1 21 (23, 
Cecil 18 19 12 -*-» 2<15 1 Id 1 «u .  ; • ""' >  |      ^1 

^ent -> •> 24 2'! 1" 148,12i 141 ,   ", 52' 18, 
Queen Anne's i: 8 24 8 154 ,22i ], 5.2"- 5" '  1 " 
Talbot s 12 20 6 201,11' 13    • 13• •^ "i     -> ** 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 14 6 3 222 1 6! I0"(2l> "4 1 bi 
Harford ->-> 7 6 10 206 i 9} 134(12, 82 ' 3 1 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 16 10 19 15 184 1I6) I56i  9) -0.10, 
Garten :4 18 "V") 20 186 , 1 51 15-i   51 4-,:,., 
Washington 4 13 14 18 ]--,|9-, 12-'M 16I '>5 115 • 

Fifth Circuit 
.Kane Arundel 5 4 "1 5 246 1 2' 13 ^ ,11, -3 ,! ^ 
Carroll 13 1 8 - 211,8, u:-: 8, "5,5, 

Howard 20 3 9 -i 230< 5, 13M K't -2i   8' 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 10 5 4 9 ^ * -. 

US, 5. 58, 1^. 
Montgomery 15 i 18 1 153 ,231 85 (24( i) 1 1   1. 

Srventb Circuit 
Calven 2 9 16 13 222 i "1 128,14:. -- ,   -. 
Charles 7 14 — 

16 18",14, 154 (   4, ^8(12' 
Prince George's 9 11 5 11 232 1 4! 113(1-! S4il4i 
SL Man's 21 16 21 21 196i 15 1 108(201 69 1 1 1 1 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 1 23 1 4 2"6i \) 122.151 84 , 2, 

^-ower number indicates greater need for judgeship. For example, a number one ranking of a predictive factor would 
indicate a higher amount of volume, whereas, a number one ranking of a performance factor would indicate a slouer 
ability to handle workload. 
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COLLECTrv E R.\NKI>G OF Jl RJSDICTIONS 
B\ BOTH PREDicmx AND PERFORMANCE FACTORS'* 
 (FISCAL 1999)  

Summary of Predictive Factors 
bv Jurisdiction* 

Summary of 
Performance Factors 

b\ Jurisdiction* 

1 Anne Arundel County 

2 Baltimore City 

3. Fredenck County 

4. Baltimore County 

5 Prince George's County 

6 Calvert County 

7. Carroll County 

8. Charles County 

9. Washington County 

10. Dorchester County 

11. Talbot County 

12. Howard County 

13. Somerset County 

14. Montgomery County 

15. Worcester County 

16. Harford County 

1". Queen Anne's County 

18. Allegany County 

19. Caroline County 

20. Cecil County 

21. Wicomico County 

22. St. Mary's County 

23   Garren County 

24. Kent Countv 

(  7.0 ) 1. Baltimore City 160) 

( 8.0 i 2   Cecil County ( 6 " ) 

(13 0 i 5   Carroll County ( "0 ) 

(14.25. 4   Howard Cour.ry t        ) 

(14.-5) 5   Dorchester County i        i 

(15.0 > 6   Harford Co-" .80) 

(15.-5) Frederick County ( 8.3 ) 

(16.25) 8   Anne Arundel County (93) 

(P. "5 > 9   Charles Cour.ty i 10 0 i 

(19.-5) 10. CaKen County (10.3 ) 

(20.5 ) 11. Baltimore County (11.0) 

(20.75) 12   Prince Georges County (11.- ) 

(21.0) 13   Allegany County ill-) 

(21.0) 14. Kent County (12.5 i 

(21.-5) 15. Garren Cour.ty .13.3 ) 

(23.-5) 16. St Mary's County (14- ) 

(25.0 i 1"   Talbot County (15.3 ) 

(27.-5) 18. Caroline County i 15." i 

(27.-5) 19   Montgomery County (160 ) 

(29.-5) 20. Washington County (160 ) 

(3125) 21. Wicomico County (19- ) 

(35.5 ) 22. Worcester County (20.0 ) 

(38.5 ) 23   Queen Anne's County (20.7 ) 

(39.0 ) 24. Somerset Countv (22.0 ) 

"Collective ranking determined by assigning a weight 
of three to filing per judge, a weight of one to population 
per judge, a weight of two to pending cases per judge, and a 
weight of one to the ratio of attorneys to judges. 

'Collective ranking determined by assigning a 
weight of one to the filing to disposition times 
for criminal, civil, and juvenile cases   Inverted 
rankine to show loneest times 

"Lower number indicates greater need for judgeship: for example, a number one ranking of a predictive factor 
would indicate a higher amount of volume whereas a number one ranking of a performance factor would 
indicate a slower ability to handle workload. If a jurisdiction is listed near the top of both lists, then this show s 
that a relatively strong need exists for a judge based on the variables considered 
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PROJECTED NIMBEROF ESTIMATED NEED roR AWMTIONAL Jt DICUL OFFICERS 

cs THE Cwci rr Cotirs 

Projected 
Filings 
2001 

No. of 
Judges 

No. of Standia; 
Masters 

Adjusted 
Number 
Judicial 

Resources 

Average Projected 
No. of Filings Per 

Judge aad Standing 
Master 

2001 

Additional 
Judicial 

Resources 
Needed 

b\ Standard' 

int Circuit 

Dorcher^r 2.184 1.0 06 1 6 1.365 0 2 
xomersr. 2.507 1.0 0 4 1 4 1.-9I (i " 

\Vicorr..;o 5.320 3.0 O.o 3 9 1.364 0 5 

W orces^r 4.144 20 05 2 5 1.658 0 9 

Circuit Total 14.155 ".O 2.4 9.4 1.506 , 

fcond Circuit 

Carolina 1.-45 1 0 o: 1 2 1.454 0 3 

Cecil 5.012 3.0 0 •'» 3 o !.6"1 1 2 

iKin! 1 .b04 1 0 0.2 > -> !. 3 3 ~ 0 i 

Queen V-jie i 1.942 1 0 0 0 1 0 1.942 06 

Talboi 1.963 1 0 f« 4 ! 4 ! .402 ii 2 

Circuit Toul 12.266 -.o 0.8 -.8 1.5-3 

hird Circuit 
Biitimc-i 
Harford 

Circuit Total 
rth Circuit 

Allegac;- 
Garren 
V> ashir.r.on 
Circuit Toul 
fth Circuit 

Anne .Ar-ndei 

arroli 

Howard 
Circuit Total 

iiith Circuit 
•edenck 

Momgocen 

Circuit Toul 
wvtnth Circuit 
Cal%en 

Charles 

Prince Georee's 
St. Map-s 
Circuit Total 
eighth Circuit 
Baltimore Cit\' 

Circuit Total 

29.456 16 0 5 0 21 i) 1.403 

-.679 50 16 6.6 1.163 

37.135 21.0 6.6 2-.6 1.345 

4.002 2 0 04 24 1.668 

1.168 10 04 1 4 S34 

9.281 40 1 •> 5 0 1.856 

14.451 -.0 1.8 8.8 1.642 

18.-38 10.0 ^    i  :• 15 0 1.249 

5.850 3.0 1 5 4 5 1.300 

8.610 5 0 1     ."! S n 1.0-6 

33.198 18.0 9.5 2".5 1.20- 

-.061 4.0 04 4 4 1.605 

31.486 r.o 4 0 21 0 1.499 

38347 21.0 4.4 25.4 1518 

5.067 20 10 3.0 1.689 

8.691 40 2.0 60 1.449 

44.718 23.0 6.0 29 0 1.542 

5.214 3.0 1.0 40 1.304 

63.690 32.0 10.0 42.0 1316 

66.-59 30 0 140 440 1.51" 

66,759 30.0 14.0 44.0 1317 

OH 

0.0 

09 

0.0 

1)1! 

0.4 

On 

On 

08 
0.3 

0 0 
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•Circuit courts in Harford and Montgomcn Counties hear matters this would ordtnarily be heard bv the Orphans' Court   Beginnine » 
Fiscal Year 1998. the Orphans' Court statistics for Montgomery Coum> were included with the'civil figures. Approximatelv 30 «»• 
filings were added to Harford Count's projection for Fiscal Year 2001 J 

'Tull-time and pan-time juvenile and domestic masters are included u this column but not masters who arc compensated on a fee bay 
They are calculated as a percentage of a judicial officer because of :he number of filings handled yearly by these individuals. 

This column does not reflect the use of retired judges recalled to service because of unfilled judicial vacancies and illnesses of ac 
judges. In Fiscal Year 1999 a total of 1.522 judge da> s (including secernent conferences) were provided by retired circuit court wdj 

Although efforts ha\e been made to establish a weighted caseloac sur.stical s>stem. it has not been practicable to do so effecti\e, 
Obviouslv in terms of time and complexity, some cases are mam :me> more demanding than others. While each circuit court ten- • 
have its share of these more difficuit cases, some courts have expenercec these cases in very substantial numbers: e.2.. asbestos litica-•'-- 
*hich is handled pnmanK in Baltimore City for the entire state (approximate!} 12.000 pending cases, includine a consolidated com— 
issues case involvmg :.000 plaintiffs, and lead paint cases. The ma: :: these cases takes in the extreme sometimes 8-12 weeks or Ion-- 
The same rationale is applicable in death penalty cases. =" 

Increases in the number of projected filings is due in large part to r.e influx of criminal cases transferred to the circuit courts from •- 
District Court where the defendant is entitled to and demands ajur- T-.Z. Less than 2 percent of these cases (total filings of 25. Qof- 
Fiscal Year 1999< actually results injun trials: most are disposed of r. pSea negotiation between the prosecution and defense rather-- 
by actual tnal. 

The scale utilized for this column in Fiscal Year 2001 is as follows 1200 filings- 1 to 8 judicial officers and 1500 filings-9 or mo" 
judges and standing masters. 
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Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge 
First Judicial Circuit 
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Jhe (Crmrii (Caurl fnrSamCTsrt Caimt5 

FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT or MA.RVUk.ND 

PO   BOX 279 

PRINCESS ANNE. MARYLAND 2 I 853-0279 

Oc;olxr 2;. :^ 

TELEPMCNE 

4:0-65i   '*3: 

ir...-; S*.j:s Court Adminotrator 
A^T.:":i:r3t!\e Office of th* Coi^ts 
::•   RoNse Boulevard 
-..-.'ir-:..i. Mar. land 2i-30!-16^v> 

Re Judgeihip Seeai 
First Judicial Circuit 

Dei" Frank. 

This lener. in response to the Memorandum from Chief Judge Robert VI. Bei! dated October 18. \999. 
r^.-esis consideration for one additional judge for the First Judicial Circuit. "The — os: recent "SLansnca. Needs 
AraAiis for New Judgeships un the Circuit Courti" confirms that we axe short 4 "judges "b> standard" ar.d 2 3 
•_d.c:a'. officers "b> standard"' if one includes our sending masters 

In the past. Dorchester and Wicomico Counties shared a judge and the expenses for that judae   Because of 
±; -^mber of pending cases in N^'icornico Counr.. including a large number of medical malpracnce cases, we have 
r.ct ien: a Wicomico judge to Dorchester for several months   Cor.seq-entK. one judge ar.d a pan-time master now 
>c~; Dorchester or.!\. 

Ir'Chief Judge Be!', were to approve an additional judge for one of our cour.t.es and the Genera. Ai»embiv 
•-j'; :o :_nd the position. I .vould assign that judge to hear mostlv domestic cases   I". :s also mv plan to nave the 
-cge sit m all four of our counties. UTnle there is DO room for an additional judge in Somerset or Wicomico 

Counties at this time. Dorchester does have space and Worcester will have space ui the near future   I also believe 
uai iocai funding ma\ be avaiiabie in boch of those counties to provide for suppun i»aiT 

If >ou should need additionaJ iDformation. please advise. As always, we appreciate your consideration 

Hon Robert M. Bell 
Hon Theodore R. Eschenburg 
Hon Donald F. Johnson 
Hon D  William Simpson 
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^F 
Qtye J&Koni Jabiriil (Biixutt of JUnjlanh 

CIRCUIT COURT FOR TALBOT  COUNTY 

4 0622  «««« 

August 27, 1999 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
Deputy State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Blvd. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Dear Mf^BrtJ££olina; 

In response to your letter of August 17*, the factor that has contrihuted to ray Court's work load in 
a significant way during the past fiscal year is my appointment as Administrative Judge for the 
Second Judicial Circuit While this has not increased my case load, it has increased my 
administrative duties so that I now, more than ever, recognize the need for a Circuit Administrator 
to assist with these additional duties. 

Very truly yours. 

William C. Home 

WCH:kl 



Exhibit A-5 

Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge 
Third Judicial Circuit 



(The (Circuit Court for Saltimore County 

• •3 .wS C*!. £..*CJI* O* WAS- 

CMAMBERS OF 
EDWARD A. DcWATERS. JR. 

CHIEF JUOOE AW) 
SRCUrT AOMINtSTRATTVE JUOOE October 2". L999 

COUMTY COOBTS »U«.OtNC 

rovfiOH, ma. 21204 

fAj(      •10-88' 59^0 

\ 

The Honorable Robert M. Bell 
Robert C- Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
361 RoweBKd. 
Annapolis, Maryland   21401 

Dear Chief Judge Bell: 

This is in response to your request for comments regarding the statistical analysis prepared 
by the Administrative Office of the Courts on the need for additional Circuit Court Judgeships in 
Fiscal Year 2001 [Re: Statistical Nggris Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit Couns 2000 
Session fFiscal Year 2001)}. 

The last time the Circuit Court for Baltimore County requested and was authorized an 
additional judgeship was during the 1997 session of the General .Assembly. Judge Alexander Wright 
was appointed to that posaion. Prior to that appointment, the Court was authorized an additioaal 
judge during the 1990 session of the General Assembly. Over the past ten years, during which I have 
had the pleasure of serving as Circuit Administrative Judge, there have been a significant number of 
changes, both in terms of workload and the way we do business in the Courts. Some of these 
include: 

(1) District Court Civil JorisdictionjJ Changes - Over the past year or so, there were two 
jmisdicttanal changes which should have had an impact on the Circuit Court's workload. One was 
increasing the exclusive jurisdiction of actions filed in the District Court from 520,000 to $25,000 
and the second was increasing the eligibfliry standard for civil jury trials from 55,000 to $10,000. 
Despite both of these changes, the volume of the dvfl filings rose eight percent in the past year in the 
Circuil Court for Baltimore County from 15,402 civil filings in Fiscal Year 1998 to 16,764 in Fiscal 
Year 1999. Most of this increase came from two major case categories., judicial sales/foreclosures 
and divorce cases. 

(2) Criminal Jury Trial Prayers - Criminal data over the past nine years indicate tliat there 
has been a decline in the overall number of criminal filings in Baltimore County by 6.0 percent (sec 
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The Honorable Robert M. Bell 
October 27, 1999 
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attached table), while at the same tnne the overall number of statewide criminaJ filings increased by 
3 0 percent (from 69,451 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 72.123 in Fiscal Year 1999). Most of this reduced 
workload was due to the success of the Instant Jury ProgranL which began in Baltimore County in 
January of 1990 This fast track approach was initiated with jury trial prayers in the District Court. 
This meant that the vast majonn. of defendants who request a jury trial, are tried either the same day 
or the next day in the Circuit Court. Most of these cases, as you know, do not result in a jury trial 
in the Circuit Court. In fact, the overwhelming number of these cases remain in the District Court, 
once it is realized that the case wfl] be tried promptly in the Circuit Court. This program has had the 
net effect of reducing the Court's criminal workload by 20 to 25 percent or 200 or more filings per 
month Without this program in effect, our Court would need at least one and a half or two more 
judges. 

(3) Civil ADR Efforts and Settlement Court - In Baltimore County, settlement court has 
long been proven as an effective mechanism to resolve civil disputes and we have been very fortunate 
in obtaining the services of three retired judges (Judges Cicone, Hennegan. and Sfekas) who are 
supported by funds from both the State and local units of government. These judges hear settlement 
conferences on domestic and rivQ cases 30 days prior to trial. In calendar year 1998, these judges 
conducted 1.877 hearings and disposed of 1.422 cases or approximately 76 percent of the matters 
brought before them. 

Two years ago, in an effort to control the number of civil cases going to a settlement 
conference and to resolve disputes at an earlier stage, a civil mediation program was begun in 
BaMmore County. Since September 1, 1997, there have been 1,138 cases referred to this program, 
about half of which are contract cases and the other half are w orker' s compensation cases. Thus far. 
525 reports have been received from approximately 75 trained mediators. Approxknatefy 67 percent 
of the cases (348) have been settled prior to or at a mediation conference. This has had a positive 
effect at reducing the cost of Inigation as well as making certain that the daily assignments are more 
manageable in terms of fewer cases having to be placed on a "wait list". 

(4) Use of Retired Judges to Try Cases - Through the use of "recall judges" wiiich you have 
so graciously made available to us, we have been able to use the services of Judges Bremian and 
Hennegan to fill in when our dally caseloads are in need of assistance. Additionally over the past 
year or so. we have had the services of Judge Marshall Levine. who has been able to sh 
approximately five months of the year to hear CINA reviews and to try civil jury trials. 

All of these efforts, including the use of ADR, retired judges and the appointment of a 
sixteenth judge (Judge Wright), have been instrumental in reducing the number of cases, placed on 
stand-by and also the cases not reached by the court once placed on stand-by. It is noted that in 
calendar year 1996, the Court averaged 53 cases a month that were placed on stand-by as opposed 
to 1999, when this number has decreased to 32 cases a month. 
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From the above it is clear that nt have utilized even method to handle the increased caseload 
dnce 1990 without consistently requesting additional judges. 

Turning to family related litigation in the Circuit Courts. Baltimore County has been able to 
>uccessfully consolidate the Master Services under the Family Division so that all conferences and 
bearings are now heard withm the courthouse at no additional expense to the litigants. These services 
include: settlement scheduling conferences, pendente Ihe hearings, uncontested divorce hearings and 
ail other post judgment maners or modDcations not specially assigned to a Family Division Judge 
Preliminary statistics have shown that m the first year, the Masters have settled approximately 22 
percent of the cases before them with respect to all issues and have helped to limit the issues in 17 
percent of the cases. Collectively the Masters have conducted a total of 1,019 settlement/scheduling 
conferences between October 5. 1998 and October 1, 1999. meaning that approximately 400 cases 
have reached some degree of senlement as a result of the Family Division Masters. 

In order to fully implement the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Commiitee on the Family 
Division pertaining to use of Masters, B has been recommended that two addirionil judgeships be 
added to the Circuit Courts in each of the five major jurisdictions, one in the Stale Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2001 and one in Fiscal Year 2002. h is my understanding that the duties of these judges would 
include protective order hearings of domestic violence cases now heard in the District Court where 
a family related maner has already been filed in the Family Division as weD as contempt cases 
mvohing child support (excluding Title IV-D cases), alimony, visitation and other orders of the 
Family Division Judges. We also envision that it is important to establish as part of those duties 
chamber matters that would be exclusively assigned to a Family Division Judge. Most of these 
maners are now currently assigned to one judge assigned to all chambers matters. This would go 
a long toward having one Famflv Division Judge focus on chambers maners that pertain exclusively 
to the family In order to effectively redistribute this work over a period of rime, the Circuit Court 
wGl need two additional judgeships to be placed in over the next two fiscal years. To further 
document the need for additional judgeships to handle domestic violence protective order hearings, 
the District Court in Baltimore County recorded 2,807 of these cases in Fiscal 1999. To the extent 
that a portion of these cases would be transferred to the Circuit Court would mean an additional 
burden on our existing judicial resources. 

With respect to space and staff needed for these additional judges, the County is aware that 
these posirioas wfll be requested in the State Budget within the next two years. I plan to request the 
appropriate support positions when our local budgets are submitted to the County Executive and 
County Councfl. Space wiD not be a problem once a new hearing room is constructed for our Family 
Division Master which should be available within the next four to five montlis. Once this occurs, the 
courtroom that is currently being used by one master wiD be assigned to a judge from the Family 
Division. Once the second judge is approved, he or she wQl rotate to courtrooms based upon 
availabilirv. 
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ID summaiv if all of the changes are to be implemented in the Family Division over the next 
two >ears. the Circuit Court for Baltimore County will need two additional judgeships. We simply 
cannot handle this additional workload without increasing the number of judges in Baltimore County. 
1 hope -JSat this rather detailed explanation gives you a broader picture of our need. 

With respea to Harford County, I do not believe there is a need for another judge. 

I 

i 

Mr Frank Broccolina 
Mr Peter J Lallv 

•r 



. •' ••JJW.M.'W'lJ'lgMjIiJWAlUt 

c"«^'n-C:OIIR-|-FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY 
C«v.lt Juvenile and Crmnnal Filing, (Original .ml Reopened C«M) 

Fwciil Years 1991 through 1999 

CIVIL 

JUVENILE 

CRIMINAL 

TOTAL 

FY'9l 

14,061 

3,368 

7,955 

15,088 

3,448 

7,200 

25,384   f 25,736 

FY'92      FY'93 

15,098 

3,556 

6,801 

25,455 

FY^ 

15,300 

3,872 

7,328 

26,5(H) 

FY*95 

14,957 

4,628 

7,225 

26,810 

FY'96 

15,957 

4,589 

7,789 

27,952 

FY»97 

15,429 

4,800 

7,571 

FY'QS 

15,402 

FY,99 

4,986 

7,667 

27,800 28,055 

16,704 

4,250 

% Change 
Since FY^I 

7,465 

28,479 

• 19.0 

•26 0 

-60 

+ 12 ZJ 

i 
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FRED C. WRIGHT 01 
CHIEF ILDCE 

-DLRTH ILDIC'.M CiRCLIT 

OF MARt"_\SD 

CIRCL1T CC". RT 

FOR UASHINCTOS CCSPt 

COLRT HO; iE 
HACERSTO'a'V.. ^Z 2:740 

TELEPHONE 30: ?9:-v:; 
FAX -soi 79;-::>-vje 

October 22, 1599 

The Honorable Robert M. Bell 
Chief Judge 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Chief Judge Bell: 

Once again, Washington County ranks 6th in Circuit Court 
(behind only the five metropolitan jurisdictions' and shows the 
most pressing need for additional judicial resources in the 
State.  See Table 9 and compare "adjusted number judicial 
resources" and "judicial resources by standard" columns. 
Although the county would be willing to fund the support 
positions required if additional judgeships were established, 
there is no space available within the courthouse to expand any 
judicial services. 

ii mcs 

A plan is in place, however, to provide additional space but 
because of the necessity to relocate certain state and county 
executive government functions (calendar 2000}, remove asbestos 
(2001) and renovate (2002), we must wichhold requesting that 
Washington County be included in Fiscal Year 2001 efforts. 

Respectfully, 

Fred C. Wright, III 
Administrative Judge 
Fourth Judicial Circuit 

FCW:djg 
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JTtfth 3l"&ictal Circuit of iHarylanb 
•^NNE ».«^-sr-ti C.- JS-> C:». :';IT C<. -J* ~ 

Octecer 25, 1935 

rranK sr-occ-ina 
Acting State Crurt Administratcr 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal 
261 Rcwe Boulevard 
Annabel is, V.r 214 01 

•uilding 

Statistical  Needs Ar.alysis  for 
New  Judgeships   in Anne  Arundel   County 
2000   Session 

Dear  Mr.   Brtrcclina: 

1 write this letter in response to Chief 
memorandum dated October 18, 1599. It appears tha 
statistical needs analysis and the effective mansg 
dockets cf the Circuit Court fcr Anne Arundel Ccun 
need  fcr  additional   judgeships. 

t v succort ^ '— — 

Compared with other Circuit Courts in Maryland, Anne 
Arundel County ranks second in pending cases per ;udge.  Fcr 
example, the ten judges in Anne Arundel County are carrvmg i ,'.'•-. 
cases each for purposes of resolution.  However, the judges of 
the Circuit Court for Baltimore County, a complement of sixteen 
judges, have 3,C99 cases pending per judge.  It does not seem 
equitable that the trial judges of Anne Arundel County should 
carry more cases by comparison than Baltimore County which has a 
comparable population. 

Other important indicators are both the predictive and 
performance factors.  Anne Arundel County is ranked first in 
predictive factors and eighth in performance factors.  The number 
one ranking of a predictive factor indicates a high amount of 
volume and a greater need for additional judgeships. 
Additionally, the eighth ranking cf a performance factor suggests 
the Anne Arundel County Circuit Court has a slower ability to 
manage its workload.  Based upen the variables considered in this 
analysis, a strong need exists for additional judgeships. 
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Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge 
Sixth Judicial Circuit 
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SIXTH  JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF   MA*.VIA»»D 
IUDICIAL  CEKTtR. 

50  COURTHOUSE  SQUAR-E 

ROCKVILLE,   M.'JJ.YIA.".*   ?08^0 

Ext.iDi t A-S 

3".    217 V.: 

October 27, 1999 

Mr. Frank Broccclma 
Deput\ State Court Administrator ' 
Administrative Ofrice of the Courts 
Robert C. Murphv Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
.Annapolis, Man-land 21401 

Re: Starisfccal Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit 
Courts 20CW Session (Fiscal Year 2001) 

Dear Mr. Broccolim: 

This letter is in response to the Statistical Needs Analysis for New 
Judgeships in the Circuit Courts, 2000 Session (Fiscal Year 2001) tor the Sixth 
Judicial Circuit of Manland. This -ciront is seeking additional judgeship 
positions in both Montgomery and Frederick Counties. Substantial growth in 
population in both counties has had a direct impact on the caseloads. 

In Montgomery County, our concerns are directly associated with the new 
family rules and the reorganization of the circuit court to support the familv 
division. As was expressed last year, it is believed that the successful 
implementation of any family division depends upon the proper judicial and 
social resources. As in most circuit courts in the state, case assignment focus has 
always been based upon percentage fall-out together with available judge time. 
Regardless of case type on the day of the scheduled hearing or trial, that 
particular case can be heard or assigned to any available judge. In order to 
achieve the goals established by the state and local committees on familv division 
implementation, we must focus upon special case assignment as well as problem 
solving and prevention. To fully achieve this principle, the courts must not allow 
the full compliment of judges to handle certain segments of domestic cases. 
Judges and. masters must be specially assigned to cases, thus providing the 
parties with continuity in the decision-making process. The social senices aspect, 
an equally important mission of the familv division, together with state funding 
for ' those 

adminst.worddoc aoc.OI judge 
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services will certainly place a new emphasis on the divorcing tamilv. However, 
without judicial resources being assigned to these cases, too much time will 
transpire between events, allowing uncertaintv and dvstunction. 

Also, in compliance with the recommendations on the reform o: the 
master svstem, the masters will no longer hear certain legal proceedings, such as 
modifications and merits. After full implementation of a statewide master 
policv, an enormous impact will be associated with the fa mil v judges' calendar 
assignments Frankly, we will not have enough judges to effectivelv assign to all 
the various calendar assignments. 

Indeed, the statistical needs analysis has been a reliable, consistent tool in 
determining statewide judicial positions. Xow that the family divisions have 
been successfullv established, I believe a weighted caseload studv should be 
instituted for determining need. The current system should be revised or altered 
to take into consideration the complexitv of cases and other factors associated 
with individual cases. Judges can spend hours and even days working with a 
tamilv to resolve issues, as well with or attorneys and litigants resolving civil 
issues. Nevertheless there is no credit allocated to that workload factor. 

Frederick County's population has increased dramatically over the past 
few years and that has a direct increase in the caseload filings of the courts. 
Frederick's projected population forecast indicates that it will continue to rise, 
thus we should continue to see a rise in case filings. Their need for additional 
judgeships is clear in the analysis, but workload factors are most emphasized bv 
the explosion of cases in the juvenile area. The juvenile hearing caseload has 
increased 40% since FY97. That increase has put a tremendous strain on the 
judiciary when considering a 24% increase in civil case filings and an 18% 
increase in adult criminal filings since FY95. They can not continue at the 
existing pace without assistance. 

Consistent with past years' requirements, both Frederick and 
Montgomery Counties have the local support necessary and will have courtroom 
space available by July 2000. 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 

adminst.worddoc aoc.Oljudge 
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We hope you conhnue to regard the statistical needs anahsis as the 
beginning point tor making recommendations to the legislature for additional 
judgeships. Freder.ck and Montgomery Counties are working diligenth to 
decrease tiling to disposition rimes while at the same time e\haustivelv u orkmc 
to improve the administration ot ]ustnce. The Sixth judicial Circuit is respectrullv 
requesting an additional ludgeship for Frederick Countv and additiora': 
judgeships in Montgomen County in accordance with the recommendanors o: 
the Conference ot Circuit Court Judges. In anticipation of your cooperation. I 
thank YOU. 

k/ic^^t^-^ 
Paul H. We ins te in 

PHW/pqh 
The Hon. G. Edward Dwver, Jr. 

;' 

adminst-worddoc aoc.Oijudge 
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Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge 
Seventh Judicial Circuit 
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Nove.-Bber   3,   :9?9 

ExillD! L   n-9 

Hon.   Robert  K    Bell 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals 
35; Rcwe Blvd 
Anrmpolie,   Maryia-id  214 01 

e^r^ -^ 
Dear Chief Judg 

- o'*er the follcwing co«nents alter reviewing the judicial needs 
ar^lyslc for the Prince Seorge'e County Circuit ^ourc.  It is the 
urders-aLnding of these  of u» in Prince Seorge's County that -he 
^n.atrative Cffice of th« Court*, in iight of the interir. Folxry for 
beetle Relation. Waster*, will be reconnending additional judges for those 
S5" having fanily divisions.  With t»-» in ^•i. Prince George'. Co^ty 
fitted, S September 1999, « judicial needs -tin.*., which retired three 
aSditionai judges to asaut* the hearing r.spoMitalitiee new aligned to the 
skaters for Domentic Relatisns Causes. 

This court has now had the opportunity to review m more detail the 
»• ^ratee that we supplied to the Administrative Office of the Courre in 
S^e^Tr  si*.  Given our internal policy of assigning judge, to the Fa^ixy 
Dw"To^ for ?5% of their ti*e, we have considered the i^pUcanons for the 
ccu-t'^.ter calendar.  Trc* fiepcember 1998 through 6epteri>er 1959 over 
30%CO events were heard by the Prince George'. County Domestic K-.ters^-e 
haCe isolated those event, that now, in consideration of the Interi» Policy 
applicable to Family Diviaicn courts, see* K>»t appropriate for judicial 
c^rsight   in so doing, we teve caiculated the approximate anount of tire 
till  each even, will require,  we then applied the known differencee in 
inocltion of benct ti- between 3»dges and r-^ers.  This date leads u. to 
conclude that three plus judcea are needed to beer the contested issue, that 
will be removed froei the masters. 

A* you know. Prince George's County i. a r^risdictior. with a large 
percentage of fanily law filings and is currently highly dependent upon our 
wsters a- hearing officer..  «e currently enjoy a low exception rate and 
have a cadre of Xnowledgeable, talented, hard working, and focu*ed aaa.er.. 
Based upon the diligent work of ocr naacers, we project a reduction in 
efficiency -hen contested natters, presently beard by nasters, are 
transferred to judaea who are only required to donate 75% of their tioe tc 
the »anilY Division.  He anticipate this result because most 3udge8 do act 
have'the experience in the family law area thac the maat.r. presently «joy. 
Therefore, newly aopointed j'^dges who may be assigned to the Pwtily Division 
will require exten'sive orientation in family law s»cters.  Judges who rotate 

r *\«!3SO<J*>eCC ^ VD tft 
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November   J,   1999 
page  2 . 

^he  r.eeda  of   Family Diviaion  clients .«««*«:•  co »e.v« 

Cc—   AT   ;;*  3*;in-«t«tiv«'  :^3«   ^r  the   Prince  Gecrg«'fi  County  Circuic 
Cc^        i  take thi. opportunity cs stress the need for  the above stated numh»r 
of  radges  to  repi.ce the M.ters ^.^ they c.„. heart       eSHtS l^t^ 
L "M   '    C 5treS=  "a beha:f Cf zi~  Court  th*t  » .trie-, adherenc^c  "e 

^t/'^^iLSly S: ^-^r^r^ri"* r -W of .11  of cur 

i 
I 

Sincerely yours, 

Williajs D.   Missouri 
Adau.nistr«tive Judge 
7** Judicial  Circuit 

i 
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Ctrcuit Court 
for 

Baltimore Citp 
J.D'C'«L  C'RCUIT CO'jO-  C^  W*B._4s: 

"11   No=-« CA.VEB* S" = E£* 

s'**»»»-vc _ - roe 

•410)  39€ 4916 
FAX   ,4 10) 545.7326 

C'ly De»' ~7Y .j-;   396 4 53C 

Oaober 20, 1999 

Frank Broccolina 
Deputy- State Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Roben C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Bldg. 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re:     Newjudgeships- FY 2001 

Dear Frank: 

I am responding to the Oaober 18, 1999 memorandum from Chief Judge Bell 
Baltimore City has already submitted a letter requesting two additional judges. I would 
only supplement that request with the observation that we are going to begin scheduling 
asbestos cases in clusters of 30 before five civil judges at two and three week intervals in 
the near future. Also, there remain very heavy family division and criminal dockets 
which could readily use additional assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Ellen M. Heller 
Administrative Judge 

EMH/kms 

cc:      Hon. Robert M. Bell, Chief Judge 
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EPH H.  H   KAPLAN 
C-IC JuBSC «.xo 

Circuit Court 
for 

JUlttmare ditg 
EKSHTH JUDICIAL CIBCUIT Coufn OF MAFYLAMO 

I 11 NOBTH CALVE HT STREET 
BALTIMORE, MAAYIANO 21202 

September 9, 1999 
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(<10) 336-5063 
FAX (410) 5«5-?323 

c*r D««I TTY (4io} m,-*ry. 

Mr. Frank Broccolina 
Deputy State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of 
Appeal Building 

361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Mr. Broccolina: 

Thanks for giving me the opportunity- of discussing with our Management 
Committee and most of the Judges of this Bench our judge power needs for the next fiscal year 
As I am sure you are aware, over the last several years, our criminal docket grew to 
overwhelming proportions. Overwhelming based on not only our staffing but the staffing of the 
Public Defender and the State's Attorney and the Sheriff. There are approximately 60000 drug 
addicts m Baltimore City, and a substantial proportion of them are involved in the criminal 
justice system. We have nanoved judges from other dockets, in particular, the civil and the 
domestic, in order to increase our abUity to handle the incoming felony cases  We expect thai 
condition to continue for the indefinite future and, therefore, will not be able to return the 
removed judges to the domestic docket or to the civil docket 

Naturally, the removal of a judge from the domeatic docket has hurt the handlinc 
of that docket, as the removal of a judge from the civil docket ha. damaged the faandhng ofthaf 
docket. We are now operatmg wife three judges to handle the domestic docket and three judges 
to handle fee juvenile docket The juvenile docket now handleaall the termination of parental 
rights cases in addition to all of their other responsibilities. 

On the civil aide, though there have been global settlements with vaious 
defendants for many thousands of cases, th«e atill remain about 12,000 cases to be disposed of 
with other defendants and thousands of cases that have been filed since the global settlements tr> 
be (hsposed of with the defendants that have entered into the global settlement, as well as the 
other defendants.. In short, the asbestos docket will be around for the next several years at least 
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The civil docket also is faced *ith hundreds of lead paint cas« a^d several hundred medical 
malpractace ^ along ^ ^ ^ other ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^f^'^ 

ConsequenUy, we believe that it least two additional judges are iustifieH fXr »K 
Cuxu,t Coun for Baltunore City. With the addition of four cJ^M^^ 
tehti. as of January, 2000, we will have sufficient room for two additic^^g^ Z 

^er ^rf   f^ ^ ^^ ** ^ 0Ur W for relief wo^d^h greater The addition of two judges to our judicial cadre would basically allow us to m> 
adequately staff our understaffed Family and Civil Divisions. 

Sincerely yours, 

JHHK:sp 
cc:      Hon. Robert M. Bell 

Hon. Ellen M. Heller 
Hon. Albert J. Mairicciani, Jr. 
Hon. David B. Mitchell 
Hon. Martin P. Welch 
George B. Riggin, Jr., Esq. 
Mr. Larry Reiner 
Mr. Michael Neale 
M's Faye Gaakin    X 

Jo&ptf H.H.Kaplan 
Chief and Administrative Judge 
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HAfTTHA F. RASM 
ChmtJudgt 

DJS-TOICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

Septembers, 1999 
F««. mo) f74.so» 

The Honorable Robert M Bell 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
634 Courthouse East 
111 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Dear Judge Bell: 

• ^     J m_,lcl**j5
th s^ning my assessment of the need for additional District Court 

judgeships for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2000. 

« ,n wh^^^r50^"^ ^T"* 0f ^ ^^ adm^^ative judges of the District Court 
as to whether they foresee a need for any new judicial positions in their respective districts   The 
followmg two districts have submitted requests to me for additional judgeships: District Four (St 
M*y s County) and Distnct Five (Prince George's County). My office has conducted an 
analysis of current and past statistics dealing with caseloads, bench time averages, assistance 
from retired judges, and other factors peculiar to these jurisdictions. 

ST. MARY'S COUNTY - DISTRICT FOUR 

~A , iJ~ JS."8•" ^ ^ year "^I submitted my assessment for additional judgeships I 
saidl behevedAcre was a good case to be made for an additional judgeship in SL NtoVs CWy 
in fte not-tocKhstant future. I believe that time may soon arrive, but i[will not at thJSi 
requst an additional judgeship for this jurisdiction. I have enclosed the written documentation 
submitted by the admimstrahve judge in District Four, and I would like to offer the following 
comments concerning some of the points raised in his request 

SLMaiy's County does seem to be growing by leaps and bounds, as evidenced by recent 
statuses which show that population has increased - in one-year's time - by 2.8%. Although 
popuhrtion stanstrcs and population^ udge ratio (please see eoclosed charts) most cetainly should 
be taken into consideration, I do not believe they should be the detennining factor for an 
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additional judgeship. You will see from the documentation that the local law enforcement 
agenc.es have recently budgeted for additional personnel. That factor, I believe, coupled with the 
continued increase in population, will most certainly have a ftmue impact on our caseload. 

• ^ J0^11^00 compares the caseload in SL Mary's Cdunty to that of other one-judge 
counues in the State. Only one other county, Worcester County (Chan #4 FY '97) shows a 
higher caseload. Although Worcester County (District Two) is a one-judge county 'there arc 
some peculiarities that exist   As you know, that jurisdiction contains two District Coun 
facilities. Snow Hill and Ocean City. Our resident judge there divides his time between the two 
locations, and m addition travels one day a month from January through June, as do other judges 
in that distno. It may well be that the heavy caseload in Worcester Countv will neceaitai an 
assessment of our judicial resources in that jurisdiction in the very near future. 

As you arc weU aware, our existing judgeship in SL Mary's County has been vacant since 
Ac appointment of Judge Raley to the circuit coun in December, 1998. Judge Raley is, indeed 
highly efficient, and was able to keep abreast of the heavy caseload while on our coun. 
Fominately, we have been able to continue Judge Raley's effectiveness through the use of retired 
judges, and other judges who arc available for travel and sustain no appreciable backlog. 

Oddly enough, it is primarily the existing vacancy that causes me not to request an 
additional judgeship at this time. Even though SL Mary's County ranks high in the statewide 
average in the category of cases filed or processed per judge, and the population projection 
continues to increase, I believe a better assessment can be made once that judgeship is filled  I 
will, therefore, keep a close eve on the situation over the ensuing months and reassess our needs 
for an additional judgeship in SL Mary's County next year. 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY - DISTRICT FIVE 

d^« J^^ ***?* J
submitted * ** •dministrative judge in Prince George's County 

aemonstrate the heavy caseload m that jurisdiction. 

.„.   ?* f^^ofpeaceordeRwiU most definitely have an impact on their caseload, as thev 
will in all other jurisdictions. The extent to which these ordere will overburden our courts, 
however, remains to be seen. 

An examination of current statistics (July 1998-June 1999) shows that Prince George's 
County has the highest number of motor vehicle cases, and falls behind only Baltimore City in 
the number of cnminal and civfl case filing* 
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A^     t ^ ^W*.'" Sf t•three yean ^ ^ ^^^ a need for. and received, two 
addmooaljudgeships m Pnnce George's County. As of this v^tbg, the more recen7judg«hiD 
has not been filled, but I anticipate that it will be to the very near ATmrt. Tlut j^S7l     ' 
believe. w,U go a long ^y tow^J .astog the burdens on our judges u, that cointv and i wiJI 

tTiXZy^Tm. "^ju<l8eship ^ *- ^^ Co^ for *" ^W 

Judge Clagett and Judge Kratovil have done an excellent job in la>ing out the bases for 
their concerns that future growth of population and caseloads J have a'direct impL « ouT 
operanons. I thmk, however, that until the exiting vacancies in these t^^K « ffled 
we cannot Mly a^ess whether we are unable to handle the present and upitmng c^lZs Mr 
that reason and others set out above, I am not asking that you seek addition^ DilnTcSm ' 
judgeslups from the legislature in the upcoming session of the General Assembly. 

Sincerely, 

iAWJUjL ^ff&dMA^ 
Martha F. Rasin 

MFRibja 

Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett 
The Honorable Frank M Kratovil 

i^George B. Riggin, Jr., Esqj'w/eacl 
Ms. Patricia L. PUn/w/encl 



Siephen L. Qageu DBTWCT COMtT OT MASVtAND 
DiMria Number 4 

August 24,1999 

Louii Goldsiea Ifcite-Scmcc r^^. 
200Duk*SKet.2ixlFk)ar 

(4I0»S3S-2(»I 
«IO>535-8«00 

Tbc Honorable Martha F. Rasm 
Chief Judge 
District Court of Maryland 
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-2395 

Dear Chief Judge Rasin: 

I am writing this letter to fonnally request an additiooal judgeship in Distnct IV for St M w 
C^. As the Adn^strative Judge of to d.stna I sel « th.^^^^^ 

The population of SL Mary's County continues to show dramabc increases   This nonoi^^ 
shift, which is occurring throughout the Southern Maryland ^onT^Sct^to^i        ,. 
uito the ne,t ajneyhun. T* Maryland Office of pSunng, Sng 0^^^ 
pubhshed article, "Population Trends in Maryland," note thai, "Calvi Cecam?? Z    > 
C^te b^ked the State trend of sJower Ration gro Wa^S^J^^ 

^IT^T1 T^ ^ already Started to rcsPondto *e increased need for services k 
are«thatwiniuvediwannp«ontheactmtk»oftheDistrkaaMm TJ^UZIT^ 
Shen^sDep^enth^bud^ approve f^^^o,^ 

barrack tn SL Mary's County has mcieased its staffing by 3 additional tnx>De« mWYw^ 
pn^ganeedforanaddidcndSposi^^^ 
anumnediate nnpact oo the volume of cases heart in ZISLxC^Ss^^^ 
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wiU address later in this request W SL Maiy S CouQty which I 

Sianstic^gathered from the "Annoal Report of the Maryland Judiciarv 1997 ioo8- « v-   „ 
demon^ate the preset need for an additional DistricTtoun fr^^l^??**' 
Dunng fiscal year 1998 St Mary's County had a pooulatiM i w««P      •*   ^ ^ 
any of the ocber one judge c«mL in the «raSm   T? "^agnificMay higher than 
toshowacoosistentl^seinthefo^^*13- ms Qumber « "Pccted to continue 

In comparison with aU jurisdictions within the state St Ma^-c r- L     , 

«c«ds this av^gc b, ^ to, J^L ZZvO (Cta, 3^     V'   0K "^ ^^^oo. 

During fiscal year 1997, St Mary's Comtv recorded 24 71!? ,,„, r, j    j 
District Court This is the hieheamimtarf^Tfii, i fifed and P•*5^ in the 
wid, *e exception V^Z^t^ZH^tT"** V ^'^ «"»• 
avenge to A, c^go^ of «JKS^ FS^X^T t ""^ 
show signifcan, i^^ „ „. o^'J^^,^^^- •» «P^ » 

«wmo for the aaiafci reponai'b, the SfiSyr^t•!^   .   CMI"y "I,d 

sameeffidemmamer a,~*,*,d5',I,POI,,tHlJI,d8e'<>•nwliatelyfuDctioiiu>th= 
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loeaSon. TOs jrowU. is priced to cootmuc J3^22 ££££" ?"*?* " *" 
rtsouras and activities must be amicipated and leswnfcdTfntST "''" ^o•^' 
effective District Com services. ""ponded to m order to maintam efficient and 

The fiscal impact of an additional judgeshio m SL M».'. r•,•.    „t 
that A. e^sung coun facility bas SSSS^t^i&.'S ^ ^""^ "y the fact 

^^ and £^i££tt^Z%^%%Sr*i ,0 ^ 
Very truly yours. 

-CC^L- 

Stepben L Oagca 
Administrative Judge 
District IV 

SLC/dw 

cc:       Patricia R Plan 
Richard W. Clemens 
Richard A Parker 
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Camhouse. Suite 1*51 
Upper VUrboro. Ma-yted 2" 

(301) 952-1015 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin 
Chief Judge 

FrafftMr^ratovi] 
Administrative Judge, Prince George's County 

DATE: July 29, 1999 

SUBJECT:      AdditionaJ Judge for Prince George's Count 

I am requesting an additional judge for the Fifth Judicial District The reasons for 
as follows: 

my request are 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

The press of domestic violence cases. 
The trial time required for automobUe tort cases, particularly those $ 10 000 and 
up. 

The anticipated increase in cases per judge because of the Peace Ordcn 
provision. 

The operation of two new regional booking facilities; thus, the increase in arrests 
and prosecutions on trial dockets. 

Our Domestic Violence case load has remained constant for two (2) yean. We are handling 
3.545 to 3,607 cases a year. In this category alone, the judges are required to manage at Jeast 295 
cases (this number is based on 12 judges). 

Although the number of civil cases filed has been fairly constant for the last two (2) years, the 
number of large claims has increased substantially. 

April 1999 
May 1999 
Jane 1999 

1475 
1221 
1427 



Exinbil B 

docket. For ll« fra wo (2) weeks t J^h!^ ^ T^ UMble ,0 "** 'iKm '*> *«" 
^son. Most of the con^S^s w« iutlh? * '0I,, of l9 ^ ««*«d for U,. saw 

«W«jonaJ KHmroom to handle civil cases twice a w^kiXT,!' ,'""' *kSc<i one 

D,srtc, Coun rank, f• „ „» mtJ% ^^1^^^   "^lha, ^ »*" 

U no way ,„ ££££££ SSTeS L^S' ^TT — d0' ^^ 
"toatiag 40 cases per da,. Eve0 with tte "o^-L" P..^ ^ *>cket- we • 
which the Fifth Jud,Si District ««* w£h SfSTn-S^J,"00•11• docltt, "fl^unents to 
able to cope. I suspect that eve^S^f Z^*' ^'^^ a"0Ca,0n wil1 n<" ^ 

^tX^Zl^^ZS"^^^- ^er wui ailow po.ice 

i-asiogourdocke.. TVse bX^^tXt^S^" ^ *" 

S^^TdS ^^"er^r' —• ^ «*—.*««- i. *. 
Upper Marlboro ^d HySZho^r « Sl^- ^^^ P"*» « « i» h* 
forcoun. ,do„^i^My^iTJ^^S^^^ — «>««« 

P.ease note that «be Fifth Disuic, aill ranks firs, to the number of cases handled per Judge. 

L^t'T "" ^^ "^ *• ^ -*- formation, please do „ hesi^ to 

FMK/lmh 

, 
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Exhibit C 

DRAFT LEGISLATION-2000 REGULAR SESSION 
JUDGESHIPS 

BILL ORDER 

AN ACT concerning 

Judgeships - Circuit Court - Anne Arundel. Baltimore, Montgomery. 
Prince George's and Worcester Counties and Baltimore City 

For the purpose of increasing the number of judges authorized for Circuits 1, 3. 5, 6. 7 and 
8 (Anne Arundel. Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's and Worcester Counties and 
Baltimore City); and providing for the effective date of this Act. 

(rr)       BY repealing and reenacting. with amendments. 
Article - Courts and Judicial PrnceeAm^ 

Section 1-503 (a) (2). m. fisi M6Y my and 1-501 <h\ 

Annotated Code of Maryland 

(1993 Replacement Volume and 1922 Supplement) 

-Circle as appropriate- 

(aed) July 1 effective date 

(11/17/99) 



Exhibit C 
DRAFT LEGISLATION -2000 REGULAR SESSION 
JUDGESHIPS 

Article - Courts and Judicial Proceedings 

-503 
RO 

(a) In each county in the first seven judicial circuits there shall be the number of 

StlSS.^f"1' c°'", m fonh below inch'dine the '^ " J"*« P'°^ 
(2) Anne Arundel -[10] 12 

(3) Baltimore County - [16] 18 

(15) Montgomery - [17] 19 

(16) Prince George's - [23] 25 

(23)      Worcester - [2] 3 

(b) to Baltimore City there shall be [30] 32 resident judges of the Circuit Court for 
baltimore Citv. 

H 

(11/17/99) 

r o 

\ 


